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outlines the analytical strengths and limitations of -the sample.
Chapter 3 briefly describes the sample in terms of subjects’

household character1st1cs and 'rates of program part1c1pat1on. Chapter B

. 4 describes program app11cants reactions to’ a new application .form
‘that asked for cons1derab1y more 1n£ormat16n than was collécted prior
to ‘the 1981-82 school year. /Chapter 5 reviews findings from the

income determination sectlpn of the 1n—home*audlt, and chapter 6 o

discusses findings concern1ng the extent and nature:of misreporting. ™
Chapter 7 explores the %topit of income change and its effect.on
program e11g1b111ty. New,‘appllcat1on—based, error-prone profiles’
developed for the school meal program;/ are presented in chapter 8.
Finally, chapter’9. offers a brief summary and statement of

~conclusions. Related mater1als are appended (RH) T
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= o o :EX:E_CUT_IVE\_SUMM'ARY
I . e E l .
< Thls report addresses |ssues related to~ the extent and nature of
mlsrepd‘r‘tlng of |ncome and fam|Iy s|ze lnformatlon on school meaI beneflt
o afpllcaﬁons The report presents f|nd|ngs from 7471 |n home audits conducted
with school’ meal program partlclpants in' riine - schoUI food authorltles (SFAs)
‘;‘;_-In home audﬁts are personaI mterwews comblned wnth income documentataon
‘reviews. - The in- home audits were conducted as part of the Income
‘:"Verlflcatlon Pllbt Project (I

to deslgn and test methods ot

P)_, a Congressnonally mari)dated study |ntended
reventlng ‘and detectlng mlsreportlng on. schooI
' meaI benefit aPPllcatlons - Ce -

S Stk s e e et e e = e i

A 1980 study by USDAs Offlce of the Inspector Genera’l est|mated the

. extent md costs ' of m|sreportung The study, however, d|d ‘not address who

kmls:ehports, what |ncome sources’ they musreport, and why they mlsreport

.‘vA":The VPP is .the . f|rst “major. effort to determine the or|g|n and nature of
‘ ' 'mlsreportlng bn' schooI meal beneflt aplecatlons i S S

The anaIys|s of the |n home,«audlt data -was - |ntended to respond to the
'followlng objectlves ST 'ﬂ _ ,.'v.;o(»a '
1. : Determlne thg’*’eharacterlst]cs of appllcants who misreport

- “information on schooI meal benef|t aplecatlons and reasons for :
m|sreport|ng o A\ o .

2. Determme the effects of |ncome and famlly slze change on o ,,”_’.-‘
program e|lglbl|lty , LA P

’

3.- DeveIop and- vaIldate error- prone profiles that |dent|fy

' appllcants who are Ilkely to PEC?&*&{CESS beneflts v _
The sampIe of SFAs from wh%H |n home audlts was draW’n was not
) nat|onaIIy representatlve, and therefore f|nd|ngs }rom the aud|ts are not}
statlstlcaIIy genes ralizable to the nat|on as ‘a who'le however; because all
' "pr|nc|pal determlnants of mnsreportlng heId true in aII n|ne sampIed SFAs,
there is - good reason to. bellevq&that they will aIso hoId trué in ryany otherr

SFAs in the nat|on Prlnclpal f|nd|ngs were ST . e

3 . 4 - .- L sy . 4 : ) L oy . v

R




o - , ‘_,‘,“ E , '; "v' - Z ,,' . ""-p}' K
S Misreported Income. Seventeen and’ one- half percent of .l N
- -sampled households ‘'were recejving beneflts in excass of those: to
which théy were legally entitled because'of misreparting on meal . )
" benefit applications. of household, size or incoine. The problem

- of awarding excess beneflts to-households on the basis of :
-, arroneous: information_reparted on meal benefit applications was =
, .lxpirlmarlly a problem of ‘misreported Income, not household S

' S Ze, [ Ly - ’ TN

s & Wages. Underreporting of wages and penslons accounted |
- for 93 percent of excess benefits awarded, with wage. Income\
underreportlng alone accounting for 84 percent ,

C el Employed Adults.- Households recelvmg excess benefits _ o
R are characteqlzed by -having one or more employed ‘adults, et
.- (Applications| d|d nqt hoWever, ask for 'adult employment Lo T

Lo status)) L

LI Other Program Pa;;tuclpatlon Households not rece|v1ng Lo .
' excess benefits are characterized by participation.in other SRCIEN
., federal low-income assistance programs such as food, stamps,
.. .\ AFDC, General Assistance, Unemployment Compensatlon, and
: Low- Income Energy Asslstance. L L

_ * 7 Eligibility Changes Durlng the course of the schooI

" Yyear the eligibility status of 18 percent of the- sample

changed. Seven percent e>(per1enced an increase in- e|lglbI|Ity‘ _

. and 11 percen‘c périenced‘a decrease'ip eligibility.* ~ . = =
a. ,These change eligibility status were Imost echusuver o

, - related to.ch ges in'income rather than to changes in family

v VT size |n&reéases in wage mcome were the primary determinant of

LI ~ decteases in elfgibility status. “Income increases of less than '

" " $100 a month Rad a Iow probablllty of reducmg program R

-ehgll?}hty SRR v . . DA

- e . High Risk Appllcatlons. Error prone proflles were ' ..
e -, developed. using a snmple method df scoring applicants on whether
s . . the household receives food stamps and whether the reported e
©© * . incomeis near the eligibility cut-off points.. The profilesare - !

YL . an efficient method of selecting appllcatlons for verlflcatlon co

.7 that have a high probdbility of r .ceiving excess benefits."
AT ,AppI|cat|ons selected by profiles for verification have four B

J ) L times the likelihood of containing-an error resultlng in the .

L ii award of excess beneflts as appllcatlons seIected at random.

These flrldlngs coIIect|ver suggest that quallty assurance procedures to

prevent fraud and ab;;se in the school meal program must |nclude a strongf.
emphaS|s preventlng and dd&ectlng the underreportlng of wage Jncome In
g school year, FNS is testh@ \Varlety of methods 012‘ .

accompllsh,”g thls goal |nclud|ng ‘computer ‘tape. matches wuth state wege

’flles, requlrlng appllcants to prov1de supportlng documentatlon at the t ]/e/
2*\. appllcatlon, requmng appllcants to. submlt supportlng documentatlon foI
. appllcatlon,vand IocaI third- party Verlflcatlon of |ncome

,’ S PR . . - E Y - . !
/' . 1 . s . : I ) s s A
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‘ The tarm ' lncreased ’aliglbillty" ref rs to a change In ellglblllty tha
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H\Ia ranm‘t qddmagag Iasueg r‘glétad to ‘the extent aﬁd nayure o'f"

" misre parting: of ‘Indomas an(l family ulm Information on  achool maal benefit

ppllcatlona.v Im rapm' t 15 basad an flncllngs from In homa amllh of 741
housaholda pm'tlclpntlng' in tha school meal program durlnu tlm 1981-1002
school year, The In= homa audits ware conducted as part of tha Income
Verificatlon Pllot Pro]act (IVPP), a Congresslonally-mandated® study Intandad

to deslgn and test methods of pravanting and dﬁtuutlng mlaraportlng on school -
. moal bunafit appllcablons.

A cleé‘r"”u’n’ddr"st'ei'n'dlng"- of tha natu"r’e of the problem of misreporting Is a
preraquisita to an effective remody This raport Is one of savaral produced
by, IVPP ta. promote such an understandlng An earller report, "Findlngs on
School Meal Program Particnpation,' provided preliminary Indications of the
Impact of Congresslonally -mandatdd changes in the school meal appllcatlon
process and of the.effectivgness of " two axparlmental' quallt_y assurance

procedures.?

pL97-35. o ,
2App|ile,d Manag\érhen’fc ‘Sciehqést, Decémber 1982,

T



' METHOROL OGIGAL ISSUES

Fhis section descpibas the in-home audit sample and procadupas, dafines
d"l‘ay variables, and outlinas the analytia atrangtlw and limitations of tha in=
: homa qmllt wmpla, N

\ a

N : ]
Sawpla N

n

SFAs from wllloh l;lm ln lmuw autllt ;mmplea was drawn Voluntomgd to
participate in tha study. lh-w ware not t.lmaon in a way that wonld assure
uaprewntatlvnnass of the unlvm’w of SFAs, Exhibit 2.1 Mhits tlm SFAs fram
whitch llm (n-home audit sample was dirawn, Wlthln tlm salogtad SFAs, tlm S
uldnmnt.ﬂy m,hoola (six par SFA)- fFrom which the In- homa _audlt ﬁampln was
dirawn ware salactad ~on the bnsls of ludqomonts of FNS and local school ‘
dlstrlct authoritles, ‘ ‘ :

Wlthln the solactud schools,. the aampllng unlt was deflnod as 4 l*eolplent
studont for whom a complated appllﬁatlon for school meal banefits In the 1981«
ll)(32 school yoar  had  baon approved bofom Novombm* 12, 1981, The
appllo;ltlon!il‘“}"ln oach salectad sch;% waro atratlfled by grado leval of student
for whom tho application was made and by reported famlly size. ''A fixed
prlmary sample of 15 applicatlons per schqol was drawn together with a~ ’
_matched replacement sample of.],S applications per school. The repla’cement
~ sample was matched by‘l school, Qrade level, dnd family size to the primary
sainple The resulting sample was not self- -weighting for. purposes of -
generalization to the total populatlon of partncupatlng households in” the
selected schools. . Appllcant households wlth multlple children applylng for N
, benefits in a school had a proporttonally h|gher probablllty of selectlon than 9
I' applicant households wnth on,Ly one child in the school Further, applicant ”:‘*\‘

households in schools with low numbers of applications had a or]opo‘rtionalliy _'

,
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EXHIBIT 2 1 CHARACIﬁRISTICS 0F IN HOME AUDTT PHASE I SCHOOL FOOD AUTHORITIES

‘ ’ N ’ o ‘ T ’T K T Lo ?: -
(SCHOOL FQOOD ~ URBAN/RUGAL S VA ENROLLWNT SIZE MlNORlTY ENROLUENT LOCUS OF ELIGIB]LﬁY-" .
- AUTHORTTY LOCATION FNS REGION - - (1978 1) (l978-19) - - DETERMINATION
* Palm Beach, FLA Urban .. Southesst . 10,723 ] ~ \ Defgnﬁra};z\éd
;B e - K ‘ chao
Lake County, FLA -~ Reral. Southeast c,ome 2. = Decentralized 43‘,
B e o L -  (Schoot) - ¥
CCoflfer County, LA Rurdl  Southexst” 13,197 R SN Decentralized
R L T S R (School)
" Duval County, FLA  Urban Southeast . . los,9m . ® | , \Decentralized
R T | | S sheol)
Spracuse, W+ Urban - Northest 208 % Central;ied e
S W Wb Northest . OB 20
Lawrence..[(S 7wl - Hountald Plains 7,346 . (w St " Dece‘:\kg)alized
| T - ‘ g ' (School)
R TR T \ -
CRkeon, O Urban o Midwest® kW R , Decentralized -
: S B A L o (School)
Port)and, M Urban | Northeast L 9.901.' e 2 Yo Centralized

(5FA)

..

pa—

i. .
. 1/ Tnere are seven FNS regions responsible for providing technical assistance to state aﬂencies monltoring the state agencies. and
. admtnistertng pragrans {n private schools where state Taws prohlblt the staté fram doing so.

*

U Source. 0ffice for Civil Right's, U.S, Deprtnent of Health and Human Services, 1980
. The locus of ellgiblllty deterninatfon refers to a place in the organlzatlonal structure of a school district that the

appHcation {s reviened and certlfied for free meals or reduced prlce meals or denfed as inellglble- b
“ \(\ . | | . - " ) . | 13 ‘v '
3 . . AT ApDYy £ i
AN - R A
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hlgher probablllty of selectlon than ‘applicant- households in schools wnth high
__ numbers of applications. Although the sample is not" self- welghtlng, the
probab|llty of selection is’ known for all ‘applicants. sampled these known
probab|l|t|es were employed to develop sample welghts that allow generallzatD
to . participating schools © The in- home audit results can, therefore, ' be
statlstlcally generallzed to the schools from wh|ch the sample was drawn. The .

sample cannot be statistically generallzed to part|c|pat|ng SFAs or thq natlon

‘as a whole — | N
Data Collection = . - . B : O
In~-home  audits ° -are  personal mtervuews .combined with income

documentation reviews.. The in-home aud|ts were used, to validate lnformatlon
conta|ned on- school meal beneflt applications. The in-home aud|ts were -
’conducted in the program recupuents homes by professwnal interviewers who
had experience in conductlng |ncome studles Scheduling  was at the

respondents’ cgnvenlence &

To help ensure a- hlgh response rate, a» varlety of data\colle‘ctlon steps
were . taken. - First, each respondent ' recelved an |ntroductory letter
requesting an interview and explaunlng the study The letter was desugned to
acquaint resi’:ondents with, the significance of the study, to assure them that
confidentiality would be maintained, and to inform them that their
participation in the school meal programs would not be adve_rselyaf'fected by
part|c|pat|on in the study. Accompanying this letter was a list of income-
related documents that the respondent needed to show the |nterV|ewer during
the in-home audit. Appendix C shows the letter and document list.

- Applicants were then contacted by telephone to schedule appoin"tments for
-personaI‘ in-home interviews. Because:an inability to reach an 'applicant. is
generally a function of the time when the contact is attempted, up. to three
attempts were made to contact respondents on different days of the week and
. at different times o; the day. When contact was made, an appointm‘ent was
scheduled and the respondent was provided with the telephone number of the
local survey field office in case the. appointment time had to be changed. v
AAlso, the‘reshpondent was reminded of,the importance of having the income-
related documents ready for this visit. On the day of the- -appointment, the
interviewer called to confirm the{, VISIt or reschedule the appointment if

necessary., 7 -4
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.bwh|ch .an |nterV|ewers efforts 't

J/

"::he or she was not at home.

‘ respo dent' SnCOOPEI‘BtIOI’I

N B SUSE
S :
§

In cases where contact by telephone was not posslbIe, the n)terwewer'

of the Iettetfsent to the applicant and a request that this respondent call the

local. survey field office were left at the reSpondent s home in the event that_

b : o e :
A/sec6nd set of foIIow -up procedures was used to convert appI|cant

scheduIe an appomtmentvresulted in a

refusal A refusal information form was . then completed Th|s férm provided

/|nformat|on regarding the c1rcumstanc§s and nature of the refusal and deta|Is

of all attempts to contact andl eIncnt the participation of the respor\dent Th|s.

-made pne VISIt to the respondent s home to arrange for the |nterV|ew A copy_: -

'refusals Local survey field . off§ supervisors were. notified- in aII cases in

detailed |nformat|on was reviewed by a member of the senior pro;ect staff who .

[ . fﬂf

(W

deter?:ned how to recontact the individual most effectg\ly and gain the’

e

Dependlng on the speclflc s|tuat|on the refuslng respondent was sent a"

cooperation. Or.a contact was made by telephone to determ|ne the reason for
the initial refusal and to compIete the interview. All sampIed aplecants who

_personallzed Ietter from a senior p;oject official’ emphasmng the |mportance of

could not be located or refused ‘to cooperate were replaced by other applicants”
from the same schooI matched by grade level and fam|Iy size. Thls matched
repIacement method was emponed to m|n|m|ze response bias. {

Survey 'YieId ' B

L]

- The survey resultéd in 747 compIeted in- home audits. Seventy-three
sampled households re sed to cooperate In . addition, , 509 sampIed.

househoIds could not be located. The h|gh number of househoIds who could

not be located was ‘due, in large part, tq the fact that the in-home audlts were

conducted in late May and June and that a hlgh percentage of the sampIe '

households were families in FIotilda who had left fo%elgratory- farm work.
Among families successfuIIy contacted, the’ response _ was 91 percent Oof
the flnal/(‘sample of 741 completed in-home audlts 69 percent were in the

or|g|naI sampIe and 31 percent were replacements.

R.esponse refusals and nonlocatable households could potentially bias final

survey results. For example, " if individuals who had significantly
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- underreported the|r lncome had a hngh' r than \average refusaI rate and if this ,
fact was not’ detected and corrected for, the survey wouId underestimate’
income underreportlng. " Two step‘.}/ were taken to detect response bias.’
First, information contained on schooI meal benefit appI|cat|ons was_compared
- for: respondents, refusals, and cannot locates to detect any systematnc patte‘rn
of nonresponse No» systematlc d|fferences  were dl“scovered between *

respondents and cannot locates on reported totaI |nc,ome,' sources of |ncome,

family size, or completenessr 'f appI|cat|on

A comparlson ~of ref sals and‘°’ respondents' showed_’ .no_—systematic\’
‘differences in reported family size, sources of income. reported on the
app||cat|on, or completeness “of appllcr?tlon . However, refusaIs had a hlgher
average reported montth |ncome tha respondents‘ This difference ra|se
“the poss|b|I|ty of response bias. To- eprore th|s pOSSI@ﬁItY further and make N

necessary. correctlons, a second anaIys|s was undertaken

Us ng data from compIeted in-home audlts, a modeI was'deveIoped in vsgl‘?‘ch
appI|catlon information predlcted which appI|cants underreported thelr |ncome

(,»

 or " familydhize to rece|ve ‘benefits in excess of their true eligibility. . This

model w tan apleed to appllcatlon data from audit refusals to estlmate the '

® percentage of refusals recel.vsng excess benefits. Comparison of the estlmated
excess beneflt rates for respondents and refusals was used to estlmate refusal
rates for those receiving excess beneflts and those not. receiving excess
benefits. (The mathematical details of the anaIysns are presented in Appendlx
A.) This anaIysls found an estlmated refusal rate of 6.5 percent for .

* householo%who were not rece|V|ng exc"éé? heﬁn_eflts, 14 5 percent ref‘usal for
 household |

beneflts, -and 26 percent refusal for househoIds who were ineligible for meal

who were ellglble for reduced- pr|ce but were. receiving free- meaI

benefits but were recelvmg reduced-price or free- meal beneflts - Therefore, °
~ nonresponse could have. downwardly biased the est|mates of misreporting.
However, these resuIts were used to weight the data and thereby partially

correct for response b_ias.f All analyses were run using both wei&ghted and

. unweighted data. With the exception of the total estimated percentage'of the

‘population receiving excess ' beneflts, the weighting procedures d.id not

materially . affect any\substantlve f|nd|ngs reported below. Th|s report uses
" Weighted data throughout to aIIow generalization to the sampIed schooIs and to

<

reduce” refusal b|as




'D,.ata Collecied by the'In-HomeLAu’(ditfﬁ% G L
’ [')urlng the‘\ in= home/\au:dlts, |nformat|on on income -and famlly slze
contained’ on ‘meal beneflt appllcatlons was valld‘)ated When- dlscrepanmes were
found between the |nformat|on on the appllcatlon and the validation, ‘the
»mterwewer asked the apphcant to epra|n how the dlscrepancy occurred. In’ .

vjddltlon, the lz—home audit . itthered a range of |nformat|on on- family

\_}\aracterlstlcs nd program pa |C|pat|on necessary to. dlscover cOrreIates ofv-..'

A

mlsreportlng Lhe in- home aust covered the foIIowmg top|cs R ¢
e ‘ reactnontho the WEW appI|cat|on form, ) , 4 7"':;
L f“ participation in thé free and reduce)z!f. meaI . AR
program; L e A -
o -householdwcom osi tlon, . @ ’f)?L
s partlclpatxon |n Iow income assnstance programs . L _',,'
T family income in the month of the in- home a d|t and the S ' n
. month ofsthe apphcatlon, o ’ - :
e .-reasons,for d|screpanc1es between |ncom,e reported ‘on the ’

appllcatlon and |ncome measured durlng the in- home aud|t a

}0".»'. £ . -

Reﬁn\ewdence from the Census Bureau s« Survey of Income and”

4

Program Partncnpatlon suggests thatFa primary sourcezof |nterV|ew ‘refusal on

federal government sponsored mcome surveys/( é:ondern with prlvacy To
~assure, respondents of privacy, a confndentlalyty/ honesty agreement between .

' the lnterV|ewer and respondent was used s rE

, The respondent si(gned a statement th@t sa|d "l underst‘Jn'd that the_
- |nformat|on from th|s |nterv1ew must be very ,accurate in order to be useful.
This yneans that | must do my best to glve accurate and complete answers. |
agree to.do this, " In turn, the,,Jnt,erwewer sugned a statement that said, "AII
|nformat|on that would perm|t |dent|f|cat|on .of the peopIe belng |nterV|ewed as

part of this study will be. held(ln str|ct ‘confidefce... No snformatlon that wouId ‘,

altow identification will be di Iosed or. reIeased to others for any purpose.’
Past research has shown such a jomt agreement S|gn|f|cantly |ncreas§s the .
-amount- and quality of lnformatlon obtained. by personaI |ntervuews A totaI'

.of 96 percent of aII respondents signed the agreement

Durlng the course of the |nterv1ew,,respondents were asked to suppIy' _
documentary evidence (such. a:j\ check stubs, program eligibility certificates,”

etc ) for every source of income prevnously ~reported This docurnentatlon ’

!
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. .was used to vaI|date the“l@ne they reported on the meal benef ppllcatlon

documentatlon

'form Slxty ercent of the respondents were abIe to supply at Ieast partlal
f their reported C|pcome Forty percent of: the respondents d|d
not’ orswere unable to suppIy documentatlon ) , o @

. . . .. . ."r,; . L \ .
. V ’ ‘g .‘ s » . - .
Definition of Key Varlables v . e o

*+

.‘,._q

ﬁ
mforMatlon on schooI meal beneflt appllcatlons Mlsreportlng, however, |s'not

a s|ngIe d|screte entlty but a cont|nuum For example,’ dur|ng the ln home

; audlt 75 percent of respondents rem ted income thaJvarled to, some degree

.' from the |pi:ome tbey reported on the|r school meaI benefit applncatlon In

'ghk/\sense, it is posS|bIe to.say that 75 percent of all apphcants m|sreporteg

/}helr |ncome HoWever, many of the d|screpanc1es d|scovered proved to be
A

r|V|aI If m|sreportlng of- income was defined as "a d|scovered dlscrepancy of

$25)a month r more,‘ the m|sreport|ng rate would drop from 7&} percent to 62

L

I

.»percen.t. o o " o ‘. v

: A
"AIthou'"g'h t 'e<dollar amount . of ' m|sreport|ng is of |hterest |t\|s not the

central intérest Incbme andofamlly size lnf‘ormation is coIIeo,,ted on, sch

- benefit - apphcatlons for purposes of - dete l,nlng program eI|g|b|I|ty

Therefore, m|sreport|ng of income of fz‘ﬁ_IDSlZe |nformat|on is most lmportant
where it affects program eI|g|b|I|ty sequently,, this report places prlmary
TemphaSls on mlsreportlng that resuIts |n the applltnt recelvmg |nappropr|ate

or‘Lexcess program beneflts" o _ N L (

. DA
.-77. '»}

Receipt - of |nappropr|ate program beneflts was measured by comparing
program ellglblhty status. baSed on’ |nformat|on contalned on ,the school meal

; bene\flt appllcatuon W|th program e||g|b|I|ty st5tus based on income” and famlly

size’ data for the same month derived from the in- home audit. ; Program
eI|g|b|I}ty was dete(mmed us|ng standard

presents the’ eI|g|b|Ilty guidelines t(hen in gty

Based on FNS reguIatlons then in effect'and reV|ewed by FNS 0fflC|a|s for.

} purposes of determ|n|ng eI|g|b|I|ty, counted fam|Iy income |ncIuded

t
» wages, saIar|es, t|ps comm|ss|ons, and_;ncome from

L]

seIf emponment . .

o

" The pr|mary focus of th|s report |§’m|sreport|ng of- income and fam|Iy size

bIes lssued by\F{.' Exhlbit'2.2 o

~
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b

o



I.a_ . 8 'l.

E{gIBIT 2fz; SCHOQL MEAL Q”NEFIT ELIGIBILITY GUIDELINES (1981 82 Schoo]
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e - ‘net farm in‘come,' A 3 : U e S e
.~ e _pensions, annuLtles, amd othér retlrement indome, Sy
e . |nclud|ng Social Security retlrement beneflts, L S )
e pubhc assustance=and w fare payh\ents, L . “
o Unemployment Co pens&t on; . ¢ : \ S, : .
: . Supp[emental Securlty Incom (SSI) or §oe|al Securlty a e '
v+ 7.« 'Survivor's. Beneflts,.l': o ety R SO ’
e allmorgy and child’ sup ort ‘gyments, L R
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" expenses or meaIs. 5

N o

e%urvey anaIy,sns and was not ba,sed

don; the baS|s of appllcatlon data.’ BecaUSe the awardlng of excess

~ these.. cases was a functlon of errors ‘by, SFA offnmﬁls and not - nd(vudual‘.

r X
appllcants, these Cases wer;e “excluded from the anaIYsls : r\ ENA
. Lot } .\ . - ) . ‘_, ‘ ‘ . » T " A’

g \\ ’ . ' — B . - . R
'Generallzabillty of F?ndmgs. e e Sl e

Lo
- 'school dlstl"lct authorltles accordmg to avanlablllty and cooperatlonﬁ and not.in

A  The. sampled SFAs and schools within SFAs were seIected by FNS and IocaI )

ac‘tord wnth commonly aacepted sta‘t|st|cal p,ractlce

“the - home "audit  sample cannot be statistic

¥4 o
. schools from which the sample was drawn T-\lgorously defmed statlstlcal

e

Shlps, other j

?f}ndlwduals, reIatgi or-.

9A l,}oi‘al of 12 cases were'ofound where “school offlclals had cerflfled

ﬁherefore,, the results. of .

Vo,

t ,
ja |‘ndependently determ|ned
/Zthe determination of(ySFA_'. B

Iy generahzed beyond the

generalizatlonswere '<ot pos5|b|e to the natm’n as. a-whgle non even to the

| sampled SFAs

3 . . - ’ ~ R ) ’ - ~

s 10_;‘7-2_0
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The SFA sa;hple |s unrepresentatlve ln ‘st Ieast three |mportant ways

~F|rst the majorlty of SFAs in the nat|on ‘have enrqIIments of fewer *thaM 000

S e

students AII ampIed SFAs had enroIIments of more than 7, 000. ‘Jéecond ‘the .
o’ sampIe Is geogr h/caIIy unrepresentat|ve Florlda anne accounts for four of

the nl‘ne SFAs from which- the |n home audlt sampIe was drawn. Only :one.
}SFA Lawrence, Kansas, is mere: than 400 miles west of tbe y\tlantnc The'h

Yo
-qentlre western half of the country is. not represented Thlrd onIy eIementary

schools were lnclﬁded |n the sampIe oo

Q B . R . . -J . g

_ Because th|s report concentrates on xnd|V|duaI patterns of'mlsreportlng
and not on SFA‘or schooI characterlstncs, the unrepresentatn e nature of the
SFA and schooI sampIe ‘may - not s|gn|f|cantIy b|as |nd|v1d fal Jevel. resuIts

Howetver, |f |nd|v1duaI appI|cants have very dlfferent pattern of mlsreportnng

reerctlve of nat|onaI patterns A more prudent concl~us|on wouId be that

generallzabllnty must be ;udged emp4r|caIIy and not on t

a

sampInng theory

3

. 3 . T
. © . =

schooIs w:th|n the g\elected SFAs were compared \fnth nonsampIed eIementary
schooIs |n terms of enroIIment program partlcnpatlon rate, and percentage of
m|nor|ty student 'enroIIment For none of these varlables were therampIed
schools systematlcaIIy dlffer‘ent from nonsampIed schooIs o ’

- Second on a set of overIapp|ng questlons, responses to the |n home aud|t
_ were compared wuth responses to a survey, of program partnclpants conducted
_‘ |n the spring of. 1980 as part of the Nat10nal “Evaluation  of- SchooI Nutr|t|on
Programs (NESNP) The NESNP sample' was nat|onaIIy representatlve and' was
constructed in accord ,with: generally accepted statistical principles. For aIl
. major pred|ctors of m|sreport|ng conta|ned on both g’h‘rveys, the NESNP data
B repI|cated in-home audnt flndlngs The fact that two surveys repI|cate each
other on overlapplng correIates of m|sreport|ng suggests that -other findings

from the in- home audits may aIso repI|cate nat|onaI|y  (Appendix B presents_v"'”' '

- the. SpelelCS of th|s anaIys|s) R _ e

' . K . . e

Four emp|r|cal tests of generaI|zab|I|ty were conducted First, sampIed -

440
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Thlrd demograph|c characterlstlcs of respondents to the in- home audlts

were compared to nat|onaI characterlstlcs of schooI meal benefit program
rec|p|ents based on FNS and NESNP data The in~home atdit - ‘sample was

Hlspanlc families . ‘With these ‘two . the |n -home aud|t

found to* moderately underrepresent Iarge fam|||es (f|ve or more membegts) and
ample

showed no statlstlcaIIy slgnlflcant anomaI|es when compared to the total

recipient popuIat|on in terms of sexu'I racial/.age, income, family size, and

0

. educatjonal_characteristics.

. ‘Fourth, . for' all?major findin'gs"thje s pIe’Wasr' broken" down by SFA- to
‘~determ|ne in how many ‘of the SFAs the fhg ing held. For example, it was
found that food' stamp reclplents had a fuch ‘lower ~probability of rece|v1ng

’ excess beneflts than non -food stamp recipients. This flndlng held -in all n|ne
SFAs. Because all prlnclpal determlnants of: mlsreportlng are repllcated in all’
nine sampled SFAs, there |s ‘reason to beI|eve they will. aIso hoId true\ln many

o _other SFAs in the natlon ' - ‘-,.

Despite “the: pos_ltlve results, thes’e empirical tests- cannot .s;.bstitute for.'_

_ forma'll statisti_cali genéralizability. ~Collectively the tests Pshow_that_ the in;home
¢ audit sampn‘le is rfot dramatically different from the total popul'ation’of ‘school
'meaI program partlclpants on any , measurable dlmenslon and that fnndlngs
based on the sample replicate in 2 heterogenous coIIectlon of SFAs. However,
the in-home audit sample cannot be used to. make national estimates of the rate
of- mnsreportlng on meal benefut appllcatlons for the total partnc:pant popuIatlon

.orfor popuIatlon subgroups R o

.12



Lt Lo . . , ) ) R . ;., B ; s .
n . . ‘_ ! t e . . } '.'_ L .‘ . ‘v ]
: “ ' . ; o e
a . . ; . S .

1S.A. Olson R.E. Klein, ' Interwewers Perceptlons of Reasons for
_Participation Refusal in a National Longitudinal Survey, 1978- 1980."
Pr'oceedmgs of-Section of Survey Research Methods, Amerlcan
Statistical Association; 1980. pp. 552-357. ,
.2 C FuLanneII P.V. Mlller,’L Oksenberg, Reseérch on Interviewing

- Techniques," Sociological Nlethodologx S Lelnhardt edltor, Jossey‘
. Bass, San Franusco, 1981 -

’ : ] X ]
(] B -y : .
Do, —~— E
]

v

- ' . ,l:_,-‘:.
. o .
- : .
p . 5
v I
3 . b
Al -
. f
-l .
" s
o .
. L4
a
- .
&
s
L) L4 El L
~ .
! b
3 ' - v
Yy .
.
A ’
N\ . -
-} H . N
A «
. —_—
. : >
)
N
.




SAMPLE:DESCRIPTION =~ L

Q!
S Lo .

: Thns sect|on presents a brief descrlptlon of the in- hpme aud|t sample

t The appI|cants for whom an in- home audit was conducted are descrlbed |n

" terms of their househoId character|st|cs and rates of program partICIpétlb"h

These data are presented to introduce the’ reader to-the sampIe'

The basic anaIysls unat for the survey was a'-*household hawné at 'Ieastj‘

one child receiving free or reduced- -price meaI beneflts Households var|edf

cons|derany in size, from 2 to 11 members No houSehoIds W|th onIy one

member were in the sample because foster children were excluded from "theﬁ' .

samphng frame Foster. children were excluded because foster child support

payments v)ere uniformly below the eI|g|b|I|ty threshoId for «free meaIs

R . Exhibit 3. 1 d|splays the d|s‘tr|butlon of househoId slzes Households with two

to five members accounted for more than 80 percent of the sample.. ,

'Two -types of,hou_sehold_s,predomlnated. : Flfty three, percent of the

househoIds were. headed by an aduIt woman W|th one or more children andsno -

a aduIt male. Forty flve percent of the househoIds conta|ned at Ieast one adult
male and at Ieast one adult femaIe as weII as chlldren OnIy 1.5 percent of the
'househoIds d|d not contain an adult” femalé.. Eighty-nine percent of;.the

‘ appIJcatlons were compIeted by an aduIt female. . e |

The majorlty of the sampIed househoIds 68 percent had muIt|pIe ch|Idren

rece|v1ng free or reduced prlce meal beneflts Exhlblt 3.2 d|spIays the

'.dlstrlbutlon of number of children partlclpatlng in the program For 17 . =

percent of the sampIed households, the 1981 82. $chool year was the flrst year

anyone in tl‘?e househoId had recelVed meaI beneflts .The. remalnlng 83.

"pergent were reappI|cants v PR Yoo
-\\' o . : .‘: ) . . ) . ] '

\ v : Wy -, . s 1,

14 -

24

s
b i



* EXMIBIT 3.1: DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD WEWBERS -
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EXHIBIT 3.2: PERCENTAGE 0" HOUSEHOLDS BY NUMBER 0F CHILDREN R‘-'CEIVING
RER ' FREE 0R REDUCED °RICE MEAC™BENEFITS =~ -~ - :
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Nearly half the households, 48 percent received food stamps. Significant
percentages also received - AFDC,- General AsS|stance, SSt, and Low Income 4

Home Energy Asslstance (See Exhiblt 3.3).

tn terms of self- identifled rac1al/ethn|c group’ of the adult appllcant,
Whltes accounted for 56 percent of the sample; Blacks for 39 percent
Hispanics 3 percent, and American Indians and" PAsian/Paciflc Islanders one
percent. each (See Exhibit 3.4). i
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~ EXHIBIT 3.3: PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS PARTICIPATING IN SELECTED.SOCIAL

' ;, PROGRAMS
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PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS\BY ETHNICITY OF ADULT

APPLICANT .

EXHIBIT 3.4:
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REACTIONS TO THE NEW _AN;LICA_TION FORM
‘For the 1981 8"‘“sch’ool 'y'ear,” meal program applicants”in sampled SFAs «
~ were required to fl“ out- an appllcatlon form: that asked for consuderably more .
‘mformatlon than in prlor y;ars ' New requnrement{ilncluded a I|st|ng of the

" names and Soclal Securlty numbers (or an ‘indication ‘that no Soclal Securlty""
- number was ava|IabIe) of all adult househoId members and a breakdown of )

monthly lincome. "by source. These sources were wages and saIarles, Soclal L

:'~SECUI‘ItY,g. publlc assnstance, _ unemployment, ch|Id supp_ort and -alimony,
.pension and. retlrement beneflts, and other |ncome Prior-year;appli'c'atio_ns'
‘contained a sectioh on |ncome deduct|ons for special’ hardshlps "No h'ard'ship :
: deduct|ons were permltted on. the 1981 -82 appllcatlon In add|t|on, pr‘ogram .
' eI|g|b|I|ty guldellnes were modlfled from the 1980 81 -School Year to reerct
changes in the: poverty level and’ tlghtened ellglblllty standards. - Public Law - "
- 97- -35 requlred that eligibility - guldellnes for free-meal bEHEfItS not be
d|str|buted to parents W|th the appllcatlon, and redeflned |ncome as current~_

monthly mcome
l : ’ :, » . .
The 1n|t|a_| ‘set of questlons durlng the in- home audlt asked about )

respondent reactlons to these appllcatlon changes Fll‘st lnle|duaI:'
:_appllcants who "had applled for beneflts in. pr|or years were asked if they |
'not|ced any changes in the 1981-82 School Year " application.. lntervnewers
were |nstructed ‘not to prompt or. l|st changes but onIy to record answers.‘v

spo taneoust glven by responderits.. A total of 56 percent of reappllcants
r ported they notlced no changes; n|ne percent of reappllcants not|ced that
he new aplecatlon requlred more detalled |ncome~ lnformatlon 6 percent -
ot|ced changes ‘in ellglblllty guldellnes 5 percent not|ced Soc|al Securlty‘.
ers were a new requirement; 4 percent not|ced ‘that current montth-
|ncome was requested, and only one ‘percent not|ced that hardshlp dedUctlons
were no.longer allowed. (Exhibit 4.1_ graphlcally presents ‘these results.)
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EXHIBIT 4.1 PERCENTAGE. OF REAPPLICANTS NOTICING CHANGES IN MEAL BENEFIT
' APPLICATION FORM .
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-TWenty e|ght percent found the appllcation ‘more dlfflcult to flII out 'than the
:'prlor year's appI|cat|on F|naIIy, 22 percent- thought the appI|cat|on wa§ more-'

.

Because the in- home audits were co‘hducted an average of seven months after =
appllcations were submltted, (it is likely that these figures underﬁtlmate the

¥
-,extent to which apphcants notlced changes int e appllcatlon form. N

The study appIIcatIon appeared to present few difflcultles for those who
reported they remet ered the prior years "application. Only 35 percent of
these respondents reported the appI|cat|on took more . tlme to, f‘ out v

.;confuslng than' fﬁ‘&\p‘hor year's. . . R i.‘
- . N ' ’g' ‘
A varlety of pubI|c |nterest groups have expressed concern that “‘the >

'-requlrement of I|st|ng the Social 'Security numbers of . all - aduIt house old o
‘members constitutes an invasion of privacy.. To’ ‘obtain appI|cants reactions to
'_‘_thls requirement we’ asked, Th|s years free and reduced pPrice - schooI mqal"'
'appllcatlon asked for the Socual Securlty numbers of aII adugts “What- were“;,

o your. concerns about this as you completed your. appllcatlon? Elghty four\ ‘s.

percent of respondents reported no ‘concerns.’ Only three percentareported

a'uﬂrf‘-

“sthat they. belleved the requlrement to be an |nvas|on of privacy, and Iess than '

'Y

""1 .percent were. concerned that SoclaI Securlty numbers ‘would be used toe -

S ) ) E
~ verify income |nformat|on w1th other agencles . S SR 2

.

. . -
~ o

The general |mage that emerges Among current program partlclpants' is -

- one of I|tt|e concern W|th the new applrcatlon form. Changes in the form went

- “unnoticed. or were generaIIy not”:wewed as creatlng d|ff|cuIt|es Because the

sampIe was Ilmlted to program partlclpants, no concIuslons can be draWn as to
how many, 'if any, otherwise eI|g|bIe househoIds were deterf‘ed from applylng
for ogram benefits because of the new. aplecatlon form: Thus, thls in- home E:
" audit sampIe cannot be used to fully address issues of - ‘ba'rrlers to»-1_
'--partlclpatlon.cre,ated by the new application. = . . |
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lN'coME‘so;JRc’Es AND D‘OCUMENTATlO'N

ThlS chapter .reV|ews the f|nd|ngs from the income determlnatlon section of }

'the in-home audlt The core questions ‘of the in- home audit |nvolved an .

"attempt to determine and to .document all sources of “income receivaed by .

- appI|cant households. For both the month of application and the month of the

in-home audit, respondents were asked to list - all - |ncome sources and to -

provude supportlng documentat|on The procedure used was to review a list’

- of 17 pOSSIble sources of - |ncome for all adult household members and employed ‘

Q.

’ch|Idren Respondents were requned tp respond yes or Ro to repeatedl’ o

questlons as to whether an- adult household member had each. source of

.;ncome Th|s Iong and somewhat ted|ous procedure was . emponed to m|n|m|ze

. underreportlng of |ncome because of failure to remember ah income source or

failure. Yo consnder a source of money as "income." (For example, penSIOns
recelved by parents or in- Iaws of. householders were often not: constdered by -
appI|cants to be part of household |ncome Slmllarly, tips, ‘cash from,.'.-~~

' relatives,. . and wages from part t|me employment were often’ not counted as .

<

"income.") " -

'(or\efery‘ income source reported, respondents were asked to provide

supportlng documentatlop, such as pay - stubs. Inte.rviewers were: prov.ided'-

~ with lists of suitable documentation, for each income source. The interviewers”

used the documents provuded to verlfy reported income. If~a respondentJ :

>

reported no household |ncome, interviewers were |nstructed to lnqulre how
the household’ paid for food, housing, clothlng, and other necessltles "These
lnqulrles often uncovered prevnously unreported |ncome o

Knowledge of the sources and amounts of income of school meal program'
recipient households off.er.s ‘a variety of uses. Such knowledge. ‘could be
useful in designing application forms. " For example, knowledge of the relative

*,
-
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'frequency of different types of Income *could ald In d&termlnlng what types of : .

;no lncome Ce e A . 3

: poverty level, for both meal benefit households’ai"
-‘.-household populatlon As the Exhibit shoWs, meal bénefl

- sources Exhlblt 5 2 presents the dlstrlbutlon of number ~_

~all nme sampled SFAs as wages and salarnes ;
k household income *from one Job 16 percent rep_‘
~ another 1 percent reported |ncome from three

“halfof 1 percent of households receiving two general assistance grants ) Not

‘sampled households

income to Ilet on appllcatlon forms and in what orden they should be Ilsted.

_Knowledge of 'applicant lncome sources and amounts cduld ald In ldentlfylng

the types of lncdme that could be profltably Verlfled to cl‘etect underreportlng

. Finally, kno Iedge of the avallablllty of documentatlon &ould ald in decldlng

what aocuments could reasonabl/ be requlred to accompany appllcatlons

A -"l
- . . + . -

. . . . . hﬁ
Income L %f e s : Sy

At the tlme of the applicatlon, respondents reported} household incomes .
rangnng from $0to $2, 640 a month with a. mea "ﬁ733 and a medlah

lncome of $623 One and one half percent of the s 'mpled ‘ouseholds reported
1, WL .

|ncome (o]

{

Exhlbnt 51 presents the |ncome d|stributlo
g e total American
eClplent househol’d
income is highly skewed tOWard the lower lncommels&gand the majorlty of

recipient households have |ncomes below the pover vel A

'qv N ﬁ .
Res‘pondent households reported havnng between zero ar)d seven sources

; eome sou rces.

'?i:*bﬁ'--fou percent reported
d income from two jobs, and

."a total of 61 percent of

r'l

! "t

A

’

. of income -with- the vast maJoruty (979) havmg one, ;two,, or three income

the sample households recenvnng wage lncome Wagé"’ were the ‘most common o

multlple source of income received by |nd|V|duals'

' v_multlple |ncome source, general assistance ranked second W|th less than one-

“only was wage mcoms the ‘most frequent source  of |ncome,.wage |ncome

predomlnantly was the¥ Iargest mcome source in dollar value AmOng
households that recelved wage |ncome, ‘the medlan household - wage income was -
$t40 a month. Wages accounted for 68 percent of the total income recenved by

. . . . h |

L{}} a household (As a

o

4

"'ercentage of the .
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EXHIB!T 5. 1' INOOME DISTHIBUTION AS A PEHCENTAGE OF . |
THNOVEHTY LEVEL FOR MEAL BENEFIT HOUSEHOLDS -

o ‘f ~ AND- THE TOTAL AMEHICAN HOUSEHOLD POPULATION*

‘ , Madian Program’ o ' ‘ ‘ ‘ :
' s Participant . - _ . ) ‘ > . ' T
Household Income - . v o . o

Povaerty Level

Frae Mesl
Eligibility Laval

SONA 1 . Reduced Price Meal o
e AN R , Ellgibliity Laval L

Medlan National -
Household income

-

U180 - i78 200 . 228

' '"Hbusehold'income as a Percehtage of the 'Poyetty' Level

E] Program Panlclpam Houaeholda

‘D Denotes a density function indexed to meal benefif rec‘lp'l nt household modal
income, Ore percent of the recipient population around”the mode (approximately
68 percent of poverty) indexes the one percent Ievel on the verhcal axis. The
same dens1ty was used for both populations. ) -

© B Total Amerlcan Household Populallon - / A

W

* Unedited data from 1980.CPS public use tape -
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* EXHIBIT 6.2: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY NUMBER OF INCOME SOURCES
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‘ Income Documentatlon

Ald tor l‘amllles with Dependent Chlldren (AFDG) was the séooncl most

"frequent source of household Income. Twenty -severi parcant of sample of

housaholds recelved AFDC, whloh accounted for 11 percent of the total

_ Income. Eleven percent of households recelved general assistance and 12
percent recaived chlld suport . Genearal asslstance and child aupport

accounted for 4 and 5 percent of total income respactlvely. No other income
soypce ‘was’ recelved by ‘more than's percent of households and nopa accounted

Ve
“for more than 3 percent of total income. Exhibit 3. 3 presents the relative
.frequency and percentage of total Income by source, Exhlblt 5.4 presents‘

median income for each of the Income sources,

The Indlvldual who' completed the appllcatlon (elmost aIWays an adult
female) was the most frequent reclplehtmoﬁfllncome in sample households In 85
percent of the households the applicant had lncome Fifty-nine percent of aII'v
income iin-sample households was recelved by the appllcant In 26 percent of

households the applicant's spouse was a- remplent of lncome accountnng for 38

_percent of total household income. ’n 4 percent of the households chiidrety
had income (usually child support SS|, or part-time employment). Income.

from appllcants children “under - age 18 accour\ted for less than one-half of 1
percent of total lncome EXhlblt S. 5 presents these flndlngs

In summary, wages and publlc assnstance program benefuts domlnate as .
the prlmary sources’ of household |ncome AImost 97 percent of all household

"income is received either’ by the apphcant or by the appllcants spouse “This -
‘ pattern heId in all nine: SFAs - S '

<

Respondents were requested to supply supportlng documentatlon for aII
|ncome sources reported in the in~home audits. This effort was onIy partlaIIy
successful Respondents couId not,- or would not, supply documentatlon for
72 percent of the income sources reported for the appllcatlon month
(September or November) Respondents did not supply documentatlon for 61

: percent of |ncome sources reported for the month o? the in=| ome °aud|t (May or -

| ‘J ' . . ’ g H : .‘_‘.‘.;: ":ﬂ
| une) _ : T ,@e‘ :

Ab|I|tY to supply supportlng documentatlon at_thes uk‘he-’q‘fﬁthe mtervnew'

..varied across income sources. Wage |ncome was,,the best documented |ncome
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EXHIDIT 601 WEDIAN MONTHLY TNGONE BY SOURCE

A .

» . .
) 56000 T B iioe
L wa A
oL 400,00 —
N an . : ‘
3 240,00 it bR T
| A i) it
160,00 i g It g e e
| il T i SHHHE R R
60.09 MR R R
oL Ll R MR R R A
'aa %_} H BN IX - l "l' i l = " Il JiN }'l. I !I
oo 1 i 7o
2 4 b 8
o INLOME bDURLE
KEY: 1. Wagds : 1. Unemplornent Compensation”
. 2. AFDC . ~. .8, . Workman's Compensation
}: Sonaral Mssessnant 10, Gath from halatiie .
g: §gc1al Sgcurity Retirement 11. ..avings uithdrawal and -Interest
v ) 1 f"-‘: Z-«Tl.'j' .,-"‘[,'.”, L
A ) ’ /’ﬂ
S T O z\.:&tLABLE
g 39




‘EXHIBILT 8.5 P‘WGENTI\GE DF HQUSEHQLD§ REQEWINB INGOME FRQM INDIVIDUI\LS
ny RELAT!ONSHIP TQ ADUL‘T APPLICANT‘ |

laa ‘00 ‘ T - . - ,‘ﬂ P mt Tt o e AP ko i 0ol 'lr‘ RO (T PP vt o :
30,00 e ' :

E - ' ' ‘
L - ‘ ‘
L8000 - .
- wut—| e
I 30,00 7 m |
AR N T —
S e it § -
00 . ? | 5 . uiu_x i linnone i ld~i~l1-i»i;'_i
Applicant ~Spoun Applicant's Ap Hcant‘s Parunts or  Unrelated
' - slbllngs Childran  Inlaws.of - Adult
‘. o AppYicant g
RELRTIUN T RDULT RPPLILRNT
—~ N

LA 40 BT [
e o e e |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Py



source. Fifty-one percent of wage income was documented- for the'in-home e
audit month. Thirty seven percent was documented for ‘the - application
.month T-he” percentage of applicants able to supply supportlng documentation

by income source is presented in Exhibit 5 6.

- The ability of .in-home audits to,fully_uncover income underreporting: is
called into question by the in'ability. to obtain documentary verification for
most income sources. One can imagine that a significant proportion of
--|nle|duaIs who underreport their income on meal benefit applications also
underreport thenr ‘income durlng in-home audits and refuse to ‘provide
documents. This susp|c|on appears to be supported by a strong reIatlonshlp
between the percentage of individuals ‘who were found to receive excess‘
program beneflts because. of |ncome underreportlng and the provision of
_ documentation. Twenty nine percent of respondent households who pi'onded'
. complete documentatlon were found to be recelvmg excess beneflts compared ‘
‘with only n|ne percent of those households who prowded no documentatlon '
The question therefo"e becomes: is the low rate of excess benefits d|scovered
among those who d|d not proV|de documents the result of the failure’ of in- -
home audits to “detect lncome{underreportlng because respondents did not

supply income documentation?_ :

* To test this hypothesis, a logistic, multiple regression model was
estimated in which the reIationship between documentation and excess benefits
was' tested while controlling for type of income received. This modeI found

" that the reIat|onshrp between excess beneflts and documentation ‘is spurious.
Individuals rece:v:ng wage income are more likely both to receive excess
benefits -and to supply documentatlon Conversely, individuals rece|V|ng
welfare beneflts are unlikely to receive excess benefits and usuaII?are unable
tﬂ document the|r income. When source of income is controIIed for, » the
dlfferencegq in percentage receiving “excess benefits for those providing

compIeta? documentatlon and those prowdlng no documentation falls frém .20

‘percent to.1.5 percent’ Therefore the failure of in-home audits to obtalnl

documentary verlflcatlon for the majority of incomes does not appear to have

s|gn|f|cantIy biased SUrvey resuIts
Tann” s




EXHIBIT 5.6: - PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS HAVING DOCUMENTATlIO‘N BY INCOME SOURCE
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~Summary

~ The s,t'udy fou_:nd ‘wages to be the major source of income, and‘thét in most -

cases the individdal who filled out. the application had some king of income.

The sfudy was successful in obtaining at least partial documentation from 58

percent of the respondents. With a large percentage not supplying
documents, a concern was raised as to the generalizabilify of findi'ngs. An

analysis of the relationship betwéen provision of documents and excess .

benefit’s" revealed that the lack of'documentation did not contribute materially
to bias. In'_stea.d, it appears that documentation of. public assistance benefits
was Iargqult,inavailable, and that lack of documentation by public assistgﬁme
recipients does not appear to be» linked to excess benefits. In contrast,
wages, which are better.- documented, tend to be an error. source. Thus
pr.‘ésence or absence of documentation did not seem to be a source of bias. -
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EXTENT AND NATURE OF MISREPORTING

Eligibility for free or reduced prlce school meal beneflts is based on: self-
repoﬁted household income and famlly size. The in-home aUdlt collected data:
on 'household size and |nc;me for the appllcatlon month and compared it with
information supplied on? the application.. The in- home_, audits foUndl.a“

significant number of discrepancies in both household size and income.

" The in-home audits found discrepancies in reported number of household
members for 19 percent of the sample Discrepancies ranged Jfrom
overreportlng household ‘size by six ‘to underreporting by four. However,
_more than 80 percent of , the d|screpanc|es con_slsted of under- or
o\)erreporting househoid size'by one. Exhibit 61 displays the relative
frequency of household size misreporting. _

Exhibit 6.2 shows the relative frequency of income misreporting by
amount. Only 25 percent of applicant households reported their‘monthly
income correctly to the dollar. TWenty five percent of households
overreported their income to some degree and S0 percent underreported their
income to some degree. Mlsreport:ng ranged ~from $2,153 ‘a month
underreported to $'l,§f10overreported. On' the average, household income was

A

underreported by $88 a month. <

.

The fact that twice as much income Underreporting ‘was discovered as
g:/erreportlng is consistent with flndlngs in other quallty assurance studies.
A recently completed study of income mlsreportlng in HUD-sponsored rental
assistance program verified reported income using IR§ income tapes. The
tape match found twice as much income underreporting as overreporting.

Similarly in a study of income misreporting*on applications for l?epartment of
| Education Basic Educational 'Op'port'unity Grants,” it was found ‘that.
underreporting of income occurred twice as often as overreporting. 1

o

.Y ‘
234

44



[aY ‘oo

CEXHIBIT 6.1: PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS MISREPORTING HOUSEHOLD SIZE BY AMOUNT
S . OF MISREPORTING ‘
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" EXHIBIT 6.2: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY MONTHLY AMOUNT
L OF INCOME MISREPORTING T . :
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In fact, the amount of income underreporting found. by the in-home aUdits
_is . of the same magnitude as underr'ep'Orting‘ of 'self-reported ‘income found in |
most household surVeys where respondents have -nothing to ‘'gain by
underreport|ng For example, compar|son of self-reported income from the
- Bureau of.the Census Current Population Survey with |ndependent totals -
reveals that overall .income in the- survey is underreported by about 10
percent.? ' = S ' '

These - two facts suggest'that While all misreporting in the free and
reduced price school meal program' is not intentional, ‘the majority of.
misrepor\ting favors the applicant It is likely that some applicants haV been
erroneously determined, |nel|g|ble due to overreporting income. lneligibies,’
however were not lncluded in the aud|t sample dnd est|mates of thls type of

~érror cannot be made

| ncome Underreportlng by Income Source

The meal beneflt appl|cat|on used in Phase l sites requured tha*\apphcanta'

7 list the|r_current monthly income from each of seven sources:
< ' e " wages and salaries o
$ .. ¢ Social Security - ‘
, @ o public assistance (welfare) o :
; , ©7 . &« Unemployment Compensation., '
; '~ .e " thild support or alimony
..' - * pension or retirement
. e other.
}é " The probablhty of |ncome underreport|ng /apﬁ! the average amount of

underreportung varied cons|derab|y across income sources. “At the extremes ‘
67 percent of th& recipients of pension or retirement income underreported
th|s income source compared with only 13 percent of the rec|p|ents of pub?
ass|stance who underreported their welfare payments

Exhlblt 6.3 dlsplays “the probablhty a given _|ncome source will be "
underreported. " Exhibit 64’shows the average (mean) amount of -
underreportlng (when the income is underreported) The exhibits'reveal‘ 'that“
wage |ncome -and” pens|on income have the highest probablllty of belng
underreported and have the hlghest average amount, underreported

..
&
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© EXHIBIT 6.3: PERCENTAGE UNDERREPORTING INCOME BY SOURCE OF INCOME
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© EXHIBIT'6.4: MEAN MONTHLY AMOUNT OF UNDERREPORTING.BY INCO QURCE"
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However, because penS|on |ncome is rece|ved by Iess than one-tenth as many‘
households as:' wage income, . its contrlbutlon to the total. amount of
underreportlng is much’smaIIer:' Exhibit 6.5 d|sp|ays the relative ‘contribution
of each income source to the total _amount of underreportlng Exhibit 6.5 -
makes it clear-that the problem of income underreportlng is ‘Iarger a resuIt of-
wage income’ un@erreportlng.k In all nine sampled. SFAs, wage income
predominated as the ;primarj!y source ofunderre’porting. o

Effects of M|sreport|ng on Program Ellglbll_y

‘Income and famlly size |nformat|on |s coIIected on meal benefit aplecatlons
for purposes of determ|n|ng program eI|g|b|I|Ity ‘ Misreportlng of family -size

or income becomes a s|gn|f|cant probIem when it results in the award to

households of |nappropr|ate program beneflts To determlne the effects of
mnsreportlng on program e|lglblllty status for each household, eligibility was
-separater determlned on the basls of information from the appI|cat|on and
then on' the basls*of |nformat|on obtalned dur;ng the in- home audit.

‘Exhibit 6.6 compares the resuIts of e|lglbll‘% '_rmlned on appI|cat|on

Oy

‘data and eI|g|b|I|ty determ|ned on in- home aud|.. ta.: The f|rst two rows of
Exh|b|t 6.6 list those whose program _eligibility was verified as correct by the
in-home aud|t Thls group constitutes 79 percent of the sample. This is not_-
to say that all the income and fam|Iy size information  contained on the'::.
appI|cat|ons of these households was correct, but rather that the errors that;'l‘v

were found on the appllcatlons did not affect program eI|g|b|I|ty

The th|rd row of Exhlblt 6. 6 (those receiving reduced- prlce beneflts but ‘
eligible for- free- meaI benefits) cons|sts of househoIds who overreported their
income or underreported their family slze so that they did not receive the full

.+ benefits to which they were ent|tIed Because this subgroup constitutes only

3 percent ‘of the sample,. it was not posslble, g|ven the small Phase | sampIe
‘ s|ze,‘ to eprore reasons for and' correIates of m|sreport|ng that reduced

t

eI|g|b|I|ty status . R . _

The last three rows of Exhibit 6 6 are. the groups of pr|mary |nterest to .
this study: those whose m|sreport|ng their income or family size results |n'
" their receiving benefits in excess of those to which~they-are_|ega||y entitled.
Households that receive free or reduced-price benefits but are ineligible for

w0 50
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i EXHIBIT'G‘.G: ELIGIBILITY STATUS BASED ON APPLICATION DATA
AND IN-HOME AUDITS .
: SR ;BILITY BASED ELI‘GIV‘I‘BiLITY' BASED
_ EFFECT - PPLICATION ' ON-IN-HOME AUDIT ~ PERCENTAGE
Correct Benef1t‘§ - Freg-‘ R Free 67.3%
%+ Reducéd-price- Reduced-price 11.9% 5
\ " ‘ B - 79.2%
Deficit Benefits  Reduced-pricei Fres . 3.3%
* Excess Benefits Free Reduced- price h 8.0%
L ~ Free - _Ineligible 4.6%
Reduced-price ~ Ineligible 4.8%
y 17.4%
o
b
a2 .
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.any beneflts ‘and those ‘who recelve free meaIs but- are ellglble only “for ..

reduced-price beneflts constltute a total of 17.4 percent of the sampIe (The_.‘"

SFAs)’ , o A o

'-peroentage receiving excess benefits ranged from 6 to 29 percent ln sampled -

Rece'Pt of” excess beneflts‘ was die almost echUslvely tol“'-,é,omé'_”

underreportlng and not to overreporting of. famlly sIZe lf no errors had been

made on reported famlly size, the percentage of the sample receiving excess

'beneflts wouId be 1@ 3 percent °However |f no_errors in |ncome had been

»reported the percentage of the sampIe recewnng excess beneflts would fall to

. $360. Eighty- four percent of those rece|v1ng excess beneflts underreported".iA

1.1 percent Households recelvmg excess benefits underreported househéld‘

income by an average of $466 per ‘month. The median underreportnng was

their income . by more than $100 «a honth. - Income underreportlng was the

” -predomlnant source of excess beneflts in aIl sampIed SFAs.

>

[ » ) . -

Income Sources and Excess Benefits == = .

R

Exhibit 6.3, presented earlier, showed ".'that significant percentages of ,

income from all sources listed in the application are underreported. However,

the most relevant question is not what sources of\lncome are being -

_underreported but rather Wthh underreported sources most frequently result-
in.the award of . excess program benefits. This |mportant d|st|nct|on can be

demonstrated in the underreportnng of public: ass|stance beneflts Five
percent of househoIds ‘who underreported public assistance beneflts recelved

excess school meal beneflts--less than one-third- of the overall percentage of

misreporting. - This flndlng leads to the seemlngly paradoxical concIusnon that
the underrepog‘tlng of pubhc assistance beneflts is a powerful lndlcator of not

recenvnng excess school meal benefits. This seemlng paradox is eas|Iy'

epralned by the fact’ that the ellglblhty standards for publlc asslstance are .

generaIIy very restrictive and public ass|stance ellglblllty is usuaIIy carefuIIy .

documented and repeatedIy verlfled Consequently, aImost all househoIds .

recelvmg public asslstance payments are. ellglble for free school meal beneflts
Gl_ven thls fact, -underreporting of public asslstance ancome, even by Iarge

~amounts, is unlikely, to resuIt ln the awardof excess schqol meal benef;ts.

o
© e
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What is- trye of public ass|stance is also true of unemployment beneflts,>
‘the yery fact of receipt of the beneflt is - a strong indicator of schooI meaI
program eligibility. Underreportlng of - unemployment beneflts in the Iarge
7 ma;orlty of cases, has no effect on eI|g|b|I|ty status.

Therefore, if the goal is to prevent the award of excess beneflts, the -
" focus of |ncome ver|f|cat|on and docUmentatlon efforts must not be. on
| underreport|ng of income, per se, but on underreportlng that affects program
ellglblhty ’

Oof the total - amount of |ncome underreported by househoIds recelvmg '
excess. program benefits, 84 percent was wage income. The onIy other source
contrlbutlng more . thanC2 percent of the total was pens|on income, whlch
const|tuted n|ne percent of . the |ncome underreported by those recelvmg
excess beneflts Public Assustance “and Unemponment Compensatlon each ,
. contributed less than one-half of 1 percent to the totaI Exh|b|t 6.7 shows .
the reIatlve contr|but|on of the |ncome sources I|sted on the appI|cat|on to
underreportlng that resulted |n the award »f excess benefits. Wage |ncome
underreporting predom|nated as the pr|mary source of excess benefits in aII
nine sampIed SFAs. ' '

Th|s f|nd|ng Ieads to the concluslon that quahty assurance procedures in

school meal programs must include ' a " strong emphasis on preventing or

detecting‘the misreporting of wage income.

e

Characterlstlcs of Households Recelwng_Excess Beneflts A |

An extenslve analysis was "conducted to: d|scover those characterlsths of
househoIds receiving excess program beneflts that differentiate them from
’ “other households. Thls sect|on summar|zes ‘the findings of th|s analySIs The

"jfindings are pres'ente_d in two parts economlc characterlstlcs ‘and. househoId

N
characteristics

Economlc dharacterlstlcs S ; T

¥ : »

Because wage income is the pr|mary source of income underreportlng that
affects eligibility, . the number of aduIt wage earners in the househoId is.a
pr|mary correlate’ _of excess benefits. . Exhibit 6.8 d|sp|ays the reIat|onsh|p

: betWeen the number of emp_!0yed adu-lts in a househoId and rece|v1ng excess
benefits. Only 4 .perceht' of households with ‘no employed aduItsrecelve L

o
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EXHIBI_T 6.8: PERCEN.TAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING EXCESS PROGRAM: BENEFITS
' . BY NUMBER OF EMPLOYED ADULTS IN THE HOUSEHOLD :
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| ex:cess" 'benef’lts, _ 'F'An"long households With three employ_ed aduIts, the‘
'4percent? receivnng ‘excess benefits rose to .59 percent. A strong "
~relationship between excess beneflts -and number of employed aduIts was foundv
- inall nine sampled SFAs " : ‘

[ 4

Although househo|ds wh|ch rece|ve excess beneflts typlcaily have wage

,_lncome, they are aIso charactertzed by not havung income or benefits from
" social programs As Exhlblt 6.9 shows,. households recelwng beneflts from™
lFood Stamps, AFDC, General Asststance, or' Low-Income Energy Asststance-

are all p1uch Iess Ilkely ‘to receive excess schoo| meaI beneflts than househo|d5‘

not receiving any form of pubhc ass|stance Thls pattern held in all nine

SFAs “One |mportant |nference that can be drawn- from th|s f|nd|ng is that
vernflcatton of appI|cant soc|aI program benefits is unllkely to reveal

-.s|gn|f|cant numbers of mlsreportlng which results in the award of excess' ,
~ school meal benefits. " During the. 1982-83 school year, IVPP is conducttng;‘ '

experlments to test this |nference , o :

An exceptton ‘to this pattern is rec. p|ents of SSI payments, who are noi'
less hkely than nonreclplents to receive excess school meal benefits. ‘A I|ker-
reason for this exception is that SSI benefit eI|g|b|I|ty requxrements are not as
tnghtle tied to |ow |ncome as e||g|b|I|ty requnrements in the other programs

HousehoId Characterlstlcs

Number of househoId members, race, marltaI status, age of househoId
members educatlon and other personaI characterlstlcs were reIated to excess

benefits only weakIy and |nd|rect|y No clear or conslstent relatuonshlp couId

be found between probablhty of receipt of excess meal beneflts andp household

~race or ethnlcity, number of househoId members, age of household members,

number of . chtlvdren recelvrng school’ meal. benefits, urban or rural Iocatlon

‘number of years partlclpatnng in the program, grade of rec|p|ent ch|Id or
3 type of dweII|ng (house, - apartment etc.). ' '

OnIy two personaI characterlstlcs showed a constant reIat|onsh|p to excess
benefits across SFAs: marttal status of adult appI|cant and educat|on of adult
applicant.  Adult apphcants who are separated or who have never been

‘married typically have a low rate of receipt of excess benefits-(less than 796)

Married and widowed appllcants have cons|derany h|gher rates of recelpt of
excess benefits’ (23Jand 25% o/ respect!vely). Too few widowed appI|cants were

Y P .
3 5 . e g . »
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EXHIBIT 6.9: PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING EXCESS PROGRAM BENEFIT° '
_— BY SOCIAL PROGRAM PARTICIPATION -
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in .the sample to. make’meanlngful' statements about thls’ group. Dllvorcedw
applicants ,fell in the mlddle range with an 18" percent rate of excess benefits,
This general pattern held in all of the sampled SFAs (See Exhibit 6. 10)

The reIationshlp between the marital status of adult appIIcant and excess
benefits seems to be explained by the dlfferent eqpnomlc condltlons frequently
, assoclated with dlfferent marltal sltuatlons “'When type of income . recelved by -
the ‘household s held. constant ‘the reIat|onsh|p between marital: status and
excess ‘benefits all but dlsappears ‘Therefore, ‘the observed relationship-
_appear_s, to_occur__because separated orvnever._marrled women_ (aImost allladult
“applicants are women) have a low: probability of wage income and 'generally low
totaI"‘inco“me' The opposlte is true of marrled applicants who have rnuch
hlgher average lncomes than nonmarrled appllcants

- A slmllar relatlonshlp exusts between the educatlon IeveI of the aduIt
appllcant and .excess beneflts Those “with .only an elementary schooI
’ educatlon had a 9 percegt rate of excess benefits. Seventeen’ percent of those

with a hlgh school educatior and 18 percent of those with some college
: shup/"

educatlon recelved excess beneflts As. wuth marltal status, the ’
' of excess- beneflts to educatlon is' a resuIt of dn‘ferentlal economlc status ; The

hlgher the level: of educatlon, -the hugher the average wage |ncome and the y j
higher the probablllty of excess: beneflts e o \ \2 u

Reported Reasons for Income Dlscrepanmes

. M _
When the amount of ar{ income source reported durlng the in- home ,audl

diverged from the amount reported on the meal beneflt appllcatlcmﬁby more'.‘_ﬁ"-‘ .
than $25, respon}dents were asked the reason for the dlscrepaacy

. Explanations ‘_reported by .respondents must be vnewed wlth ‘a . certaln
skepticism. U No respondent for example, reported,( ,de,llbéraﬁe“(*"

mlsrepresentatlon as ‘a reason for a dlscrep"ancy Thls resul§ can be taken to7
mean that respondents are unwulllng to admit dellberate fr,aud pot th t :
deliberate fraud existed.’ Jn some cases, ‘reasons glyen for dlscrepanCIe{\:ﬁere
‘clearly lnadequate One such case was a respondent who report& on| the v
application . receiving $800 a month in wages when the An- h?me audlt-

vdocumented $2 200 monthly wage income. The respondent fexplalned that thex‘

-dlscrepancy resulted from reportlng net mstead of gross l*ncomef} )
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. The explanatlons that respondents report for dlscrepancles provide
J‘_Important information,  Such. .explanations can point to ‘reasons for
# Unintentional misreporting and can aid "In'lmproving instructions to parents’
for completing meal benefit app|lcat|0ns. The most commonly reported reason .
for income underreporting was that the reSpondent did not know the correct

. amo_unt and guessed at it (22%). Six other, common reasons for underreportlng
| »were;_ reported net (not gross) wage income, “did not believe accuracy was
important was confused by the application, projectpd income, did not believe
- a certain |ncome sou'rce counted and lusted onIy income. for adult appllcant

.Exhlblt 6. 11 shows the relatlve frequency the most commonly mentioned'

: reasons

: Explanatlons for underreportlng varled somewhat by type of |ncome"
underreported Reasons' given for underreportlng wage Income foIlowed the
_same. pattern presented above. _ With- the exceptlon of "d|dnt belleve wage "
income counted " the- same list of reasons predominated. Explanat_lons glven"
for the under'-report ng of pension incoe, fhoweVer followed a° different
pattern ‘The ‘two. grlmary reasons cited for underreporting pensio'n income ,
‘were that the respondent did not believe penslons shouId count as |ncome‘ '
'(43%) and that the respondent d|d not belleve that the. recnple,ht of the pension
,should count: as a househoId member %) . The two pr|mary reasons given
| for underreportlng of publlc asslstance, unemp*oyment and: Chl|d support
income were that the respondent dld ‘not know the exact amount and that the
respondent was confused by the appllcatlon P '
The problem ‘of awardlng excess be eflts to households on. the basls of
-erroneous |nformat|on reported on meaI beneflt apphcatnons is prlmarlly a.

problem of m|sreport|ng |ncome, not famlly size. Underreportmg of wages and

pensians accounts for 93 ‘percent of excess benefits awarded wnth wage:.: -

income. underreportlng anne accountlng for 84 perceént. Households receiving ,'
excess benefits are characterlzed by haV|ng one or more emponed adults and
‘not partlclpatlng in Food Stamps, “AFDC, General Ass|stance, Unemployment ’
Compensatlon or' Low Income Energy Asslstance programs I s



EXHIBIT 6. 11 THE SEVEN MOST FREQUENT RERSONS GIVEN FOR INCOME UNDERREPORTING
- AS. A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL - 'REASONS GIVEN o
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¢ . ENDNOTES
s L ‘

: Applled Management. Sclences, An Evaluatlon of Income Certlflcatlon
Procedures in HUD-sponsored Rental Assistance Programs: Stage ||
Report, December 1982, pp. 5.7, 5.25 and Applled Management Sciences,

N\ Quallty Control" Anajysls of Selected Aspects of Programs Adminlstered
by the Bureau of Student Financial Assistance: 1979 80 IRS - s
Comparmon Study. Februam{1982 p. 3.13 .

L2 U.S, Bureau of the, CensUs Current Pobulatlon Reports, Series P-60,
No. 123, Money Income of Familles and Persons -in_the United States:
;878 U,S, Government. Printlng Office, Washlngton D C., 1980 pages

6-297. -

¥ The effects of . m'sreportlng on program eligibility were: determined -
by comparlng in-home audit data with appllcatlon ddta and not by .
~ comparing in-home audit data with the SFAs' determination of
_eligibility. ~ In a small number of cases the SFAs made errors in
determining eligibility. To’assure that these errors were not
' inappropriately attributed to applicant mlsreportlng, program
. eligibility based on appllcatlon data was r.ecomputed However, 95 -
percent of the sample shoWed no errors in SFA ellg‘il:lllty
._determlnatlon ' e _

P

Employed adults are deflned as- persons Ilvmg in the household whc- :

raported- recelving wage {or earned) income. The majorlty of. these wage .

‘ earners Were over: the age of 21.

* The fact that the in-home audits found households w1th wage income -
to have a high probability of receiving excess benefits does not
nesessarily imply that asking for adult wages on the appllcatlon W0u|d
produce the same finding. ‘Income misreporters, by deflnltlon,
v misreport. = This information could be more easily misreported on the
~ applicationithan during the in~home audit where the apphcant was asked
© about 17 sources. of income. This topic is explored in detail in .
‘Sectlon9 : ' o

[T .




ELIG'IBILIT,Y.CHANGE vDURING THE SCHOOL YEAR

Eliglblllty for school meal benefits Is dletermlned early In the school year
based on reported income and family size In the month of appllcatlon.
".-ViHoweVer, many program beneflciarles experience changes: in |ncome or
‘ household slze large enough to affect program ellglblllty during. the 1981 82
’ school year Thls section explores ‘the top|c of |ncome change and its effect
on program ellglblllty. The -analysis Is based on a comparlson of household

' income and family size for the appllcatlon month usually September or

‘October 1981, with |ncome and family size for tl)e month of the in-home audit .
usually May: or June 1982 ‘For-'both, perlods, data from the |n home éudlt'_ v
. were used - |nstead of appllcatlon data to prevent confound|ng appllcatlon_

4

m|sreport|ng W|th |ncome change

F|fty e|ght percent of the sampled households reported a monthly change
in income of $50 or more. Thlrty elght percent experlenced an increase. in
income and 20" per'cent eXperlenced a- decreased average income. Medran :
household |ncome increased by $41 a month EXthlt 7 1 dlsplays the reIatlve,
frequency of monthly |ncome change by amount

o Although 58 percent of the sample ‘reported an income c'hange of more: than -
$50 a month these changes affected the eligibility of Only eight per'cent of -
sampled households The effects of |ncome change on el|g|b|l|ty are shown m" :
Exhibit 7.2. J B |

Ry In 82 percent of the cases the change did not affect 'eligipility; 7 percent
of the households experienced a sufficient change in income to increase their
: el|g|b|I|ty, and 11 percent of the households experlenced an mcrease in' income
that was Iarge enough to cause a decrease in ehglblhty

Changes in eI|g|b|l|ty were . almost exclustVely a functlon of changes in

|ncome Less than one-fourth of 1. percent of the sample had a change in

~ eligibility that was due,solely. to changes in the number of- household members.
‘ \ 54 - '
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EXHIBIT 7, 2.

J ¢

EFFECTS C)F INQOME AND I'IDUSEHOLD SIZE CHANGE ON
PROGRﬁMIﬂJGIBHJTY1 .

ELIGIBILITY IN

ELIGIRILITY IN

PERCENTAGE

°

- EFFECT APPLICATION MONTH - IN~HOME AUDIT MONTH
/ oY 2 ! -
- — — Y ' |
No Change - Free o Fraa L 60,7%
N Reduced=price -‘Reducedﬂpvﬂhe - 12.9%
' Inelig1b1e Ineligible - 8.2%
: : _ - ' 81.8%
Increased Raduced~pr1ce Frea 4.2%
Eligibility Ineligible Free . 4%
Ineligible “Reduced-price - 2.6%
~ Decreased Free Reduced-price 6.5%
El1gibility . " Free . Ineligible 1.4%
' : Reduced-~price- Ineligible 3.2%
T o , 11. 1%

~

1 Eligibility status for botilille
audit month were detern

666

applicatio‘n‘mohth and the in-home ,
:on the basns of |n home audlt data and noton
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1

s Nonetheleaa. It la lntareatlng to nete that. nearly 20 percent of the aample
- householda-axparienced a ehnnse in heusehald siza during the course of the
school yéar. Nine percent hed a deereaae in household alze and 10 pereant an
Increase.

a

Wage Iincome was by far the most common source of Inoreasad income and

~ decreased _ ellgibllity,  Exhibit 7.3 shows the pereentage ‘of sampled. -

households having an increase In monthly lneeme of #80 or mora by income

“gource and the percentage of households whose ellglblllty wae reduced by .

change In lncome souree.

Increased wage Income by ltself accounted for 91 percant of tl\a recluced .

eligibllity. Increased wage Income, In comblnatlon with changes In family slize
or changes In other income, accountad for more than 97, parcent of the
“reduced sllgibility. [n all nlne sampled SFAs wage Incoma incroases were the

primary source of reduced aliglblllty. In Iess than one-half of 1 percent of .,
the sample was there a reductlon In program eIigIbIIIty not accompﬂnled by an-
Increase 11 wage lncome. In fact, lncreasee In publlc. assletance payments,.
- Social Security, penslons, and Unemployment Compensatlon were ‘mora likely.

“to sugnal |ncreased program eliglbility than’ decreased program eligibility.

_Thls ds? because an, increase In any of these income sources is usuaIIy :

a_ssoclated with a much_larger decrease in wage Income... COnverser,

decreases in welfare, child support, Social - Secupity, and Unemployment.
Compensatlon income were more, llkely to be associated with a decrease in.

program eliglblllty than with’ increased gligibility. -

The probablllty that‘!m increaserin income will rreduce program 'eligilalljty

is almost by definition a furction of (how Iarge the income- ifcrease is. Fewer<

than 2 percent of the. households ¥ th increases in income less than $50 a

month- had changed ellglbl|lty status), lncreases : of’S-l-O:O or‘lessv a month
reduced e|lglbl|lty status for: a/bout percent'of households' Increases in
_income of more than $1OO a month were much more ||ke|y to affect eligibility.

Twenty ~two percent of income |ncreases of $101 to $150 resulted in decreased

increases uover $200 resulted in decreased ellglblllty These findings are.

presented graphlcally in Exhlblt 7.4,

8

- »,ellglblllty, 42 percent of mcreases greater than $151 to $200 and 46 percent of



EXHIBIT 7.3t PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS FAVING AN INCOME INGREASE BY SOURCE OF
. INCOME AND PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS HAVING AN INCOME INGREASE
- THAT RESULTED IN REDUCTION IN PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY DY INCOME SOURCE
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1EXHIBITv7,4 PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS NITH REDUCED ELIGIBILITY BY AMOUNT
: ~ OF INCOME INCREASE
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" :'Cur'rent r:gulations require that households report any increase in

‘monthly income of $50 or more. However, because an increase in income in.

the range of $50 to $100 a month reduces eligibility for very few program

: partncupants, the minimum nncrease that must be'reported could be ra|sed to-

$100 a month without materially increasing program costs. Such a change

would reduce the number ‘of income changes that must be reported by 30

p‘ercent while reducing .the'discovery of"'ho_useholds having a change in

seligibility by less than 4 percent.

It is |nterest|ng to note that quctuatlons in income result in eInglblllty

4’-“changes throughout the year. More often than fnot, these’ changes are

-nncreases in income so that it cannot be assumed that income fluxuations will
have a correcting effect on appllcant mlsreportlng Thus, the misreporting
rate found at the beglnnlng of the schooI year is hkely to increase as the year

‘~'goes on.. ’ 4 T " g

)
Wwr

During the course of.th_eg'“'i'schodl~.yeag'., the eligibility status of 1‘8' percent
of 'the sample 1changed Seven percent experienCed an increase in. eligibility
and 11 percent experlenced a decrease in eligibility. These changes in
eI|g|b|Ilty status were almost excluslvely related to changes in income_rather
than to '&hges in family size. Thcreases in wage nncome were the primary

determlnaht of decreases in e|lglbl|lty status. ’

e



END NOTES

3 The terms lncreased eI|g|b|l|ty refers fo a chanae in eligibilify

that increases benefits such as a change from reduced-price to free °

. meal eligibility. - :The term "reduced eligibility” refers to a change
that would reduce the level of benefits to that the household is
entitled to receive. - . \‘v _ |



ERROR-PRONE

‘Any program that disburses public funds on the basls of need or other
'quahfylng conditions must be able to determlne which cases are most likely to
‘be unquallfledu?o corrective procedures can be |nst|tuted A procedure many.
government agencles have used to |dent|fy cases W|th a hlgh probability of
error is known as "error-prone profiles.”" Error- prone profiles are methods
of using application or other data available to the certifying' agenCy-to select
cases for rev:ew that have a high probability of containing an error that
effects ellglblllty -Error-prone proflles are used by Food Stamps, AFDC
Social Securlty Administration, Dlsablllty Assistance; Student Flnanclal A|d
. and .the IRS. This ‘chapter of the report presents an error-prone proflIe
developed for the school meal program. Use of the profile would allow local
SFA official.s to seIect, on the ‘basis' of application data, applications for
review that are likely to contain misinformation that would, if uncorrected, |

result in the award of excess benefits. . : o o ‘

ﬁrlier' IVPP report-‘-"'Reportl on Phase I Error-prone. Model
‘Development” May 26, 1982--presen°ted error-prone protiles based on the
' National Evaluation of School Nutrition: li‘ro'grams (NESNP), a nationally
generalizable data base: Unfortunately, the NESNP data base did not conta|n
verified rneal benefit application variables. Therefore the profiles deveIoped
: 8b¢lld not provide a method of scoring appI|cat|ons on relative Ilkellhood of
containing errofs. Appendix B of this report presents a cross-validation of *
.the NESNP error-prone proflles using. the. in~home sampIe from the present
'study Th:s chapter presents new, application-based, error- prone proflles

Before presenting the appllcatlon based predictors of recelpt of excess
beneflts, it is important to note the distinction between the flndlngs presented‘
. earlier and the findings presented in this chapter ‘Earlier findings were-

3 . : s
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based ent?rely on |nformat|on that was ver|f|ed durlng the in- home audlt';.' f[For_;','j"‘
instance, the presence of muItlpIe employed aduIts found during the |n hom‘e

aud|t was assocnated with receipt of excess benefits. This occurred; because - o

the income of .all adults had not been reported on the apphcatlv % ;y‘et' -
additional adult wages were detected during the in-home audit. Becauv uf
mlsreportlng on the application, the number of emponed adults derlved from.. ._
| application data |s not I|ker to be a good predlctor of excess benef|ts it was.-{"_ﬁ,.y_":'.
not p055|ble to assess this, however,’ because’ the number of emponed adult;s'.'-_: oy
could not be derived from the 1981 82 appllcatlon Total household wage
income from the appllcatlon was not- a good predlctor Similarly, wgile the in—vg
home audits found recelpt of pension income to be related to vr"i‘kporting, ,

‘ pension_income is often left off the application, making it a poor pre.dicti"\'/e
variable based on appIicatio'nv‘ data.' Thus, the earlier findings that were

__based on in-home audit data help' to explain the nature of misreporting. - The
anaIyr'sis- of application data will identify ‘application variables, whether
reported accurater or not, that couId be& used to '‘predict misreporting. The.
foIIowung findings are based on data reported on the appllcatlon reIatlve to .u
ellglbnhty verified through the in- home audit.’

The only application predictor of recdeipt of excess benefits that repltcated
in all nine sampled SFAs was what we caII "threshold reporting.” "Threshold
reporting”" is reporting a montth income that is on or near the free or'
reduced-price eligibility cutoff point. For example, a farmly of five is ellg:ble '
. for reduced-price benef|ts if it has a monthly income of $1 516 or Iess If a
-family of five reported its monthly income to be $1,506, it would, under our
definition, be a "threshold reporter.” Exhibit 8.1 displays the relative
frequency of receipt of eéxcess benefits by difference between eligibility cutoff
lpoint for benefits received and reported income. Seventy percent of those
applicants who reported incomes within $60 a- month 6f the eligibility cutoff
pomt receive excess beneflts compared wuth only 10 percent of those who
reported incomes more than $180 a month from the ehglblllty cutoff pomt
(The $60 |ntervals used are not arbitrary but were constructed to maximize
the discriminant power and robustness of dlfferences ) ‘ '

?
0

The 1981-82 application form used in ﬂlls study did not contain
: D e

FNS school ‘meal benefltﬁ/"
7 year does request this ~

tnfprmatlon on rece|pt of food 'stamps. However,

'appllcatlon recommended for the 1982 83 sch.oo"

" - N . N . . : : . " N .
/ .
/. . " ) : .
. 2
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information. Therefore, it was appropriate to examine rece|pt of food stamps
relative to rece|pt of excess’ beneflts, even though food stamp part|C|pat|on.
couid only be identified during the in-home audit. ~Food- stamp participation
data can be used to improve ‘significantly the pred|ction of receipt of excess .
benefit reporting. Use of food stamp participation data in the error-prone
proflle rests on the assumptlon that such information will not. be slgnlficantly
misreported on meal benefxt a_ppllcatlons " This ‘assumption -may be reasonable
on the grounds that applicants for school meal ‘benefits ~have no overt
moti'vation‘ to misreport food stamp p'articipation EIigibiIity for schooI meals is
based solely on income and famlly size. It is possible, however, that some
‘-5appllcants |ncorrect|y belleve that food stamp partlclpatlon does affect
eI|g|b|I|ty and therefore may not report it on the application A

Fobd stamp part|c|pat|on status was added to the appI|cat|on varlables and
.'a new error-prone- proflle was deveIoped through a six-stage process.
(Appendlx D contains the. list of var|abIes that were examlned) F|rst
blvarlate relationships between) excess beneflts and application varlables were
examined and the application variables were ‘rescaled to maximize predictive
power. Second, a step-wise logistic discriminant function modeI was estimated L
to select the most predictive set of variables. Third, a sequential search’f““}"
using automatic .interaction detection (AID) was conducted to assure that no
hidden |nteract|ons\ex1sted_a_mong,the \_/arlables that were not d|scovered. by
prevnous steps Fourth' a prediction modeI % estimated using a weighted

least- squares procedure ‘that optimized dI/S riminant power, Fifth,“ the -

predictlon equatlon was -simplified to allow easy use by SFA. ‘officials. Sixth,
the prediction equation was tested separately for each of the nine sampled

SFAs. [ "
" -

The resuIting,gerror prone prof|Ie is very slmple and conta|ns only two

e

varlables Exhibit 8.2 presents. the scorlng system. An application is given
one point if it reports an income within $120 a month of the free or reduced-
price eligibility line. Another..point_is added if the reported income is within

$6i) of the fre'e or 'reduced-price eligibility line. Finally, a point is subtracted ;,'
if the appIicant reports'receiving food' sta'mps The resuIting scale has \‘/alues‘

ranging from -1 to +2. Exhlblt 8.3 displays the percentage of all sampled
appI|cants recelvmg excess beneflts by error:prone score and. the- percentage
cof the sample in each of - ‘the score categorles In each of the nine sampled

- Er)
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- EXHIBIT .8.2:. APPLICATION-BASED-ERROR-PRONE PROFILE SCORING

!
R

o SteE 

A. If reported income is w1th1n : SN ()
.. $120 a month of ‘the free or reduced- '
price eligibility lire, write '1' on , .
~line A. Qtherwise wrjte '0.! ) . ’

B.  If reported income is within $60 ' , (B)
a month of the free or reduced- '
price eligibility line, write '1' on
line B. Otherwise write '0.'

C. If the applicant reports rece1V1ng : (©)
~ food stamps, write '~1' on line
C. Otherwise write '0.'

D. ~ Sum lines A, B, and C, and write }j' (D)
final score on line D. : rf/ L

b d o




EXHIBIT 8.3: APPLICATION-BASED ERROR-PRONE PROFILE’

.

“ ERROR-PRONE . PERCENTAGE RECEIVING  PERCENTAGE OF
SCORE* | EXCESS BENEFITS TOTAL SAMPLE
-1 2% ny1
0. 20 % a2 %
1 40°% 7%
2 1% 6%
» ) - PR
v &,

*Error prone scores were derived stat|st|qally by a weighted least
squares procedure. A linear transformation was performed to
preserve the relatlve welghts but produce whole numbers
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| ,appear to discriminate agalnst Iow~|ncome households or households whose

_ Lo | 4
SFAs, the error- prone proflle slgnlflcantly d|scr|m|nated between appllcants ‘
recelvmg excess ‘heneflts and all other appllcants

In- addition to be|ng easy to use, this modeI has them beneficial -
features L ' '

. It is able to separate nearly half the applicants into a
group of accurate reporters (45% of the sample received food
stamps and only 2% of these food stamp recipients received
excess meal benefits). ‘Identification of accurate reporters is
heipful because it prevents the waste of pursuing verification
of these appllcatlons

e Appllcants whdghave an error-prone score of (6% of the
sample) are four times as likely to receive excess beneflts as
appllcants seIected randome from the sampIe

The final step in deveIopmg the appllcatlon -based.error- prone profile was

 to analyze what types of error are, and are not, detectabIe by the pronte

The error- prone proflle relies- heavily .on,threshold_ income reporting.
Therefore a part|cuIar concern in tes'ting the model was to determine whether-
the model detects onIy small reportlng errors made by househoIds with actual
incomes near their reported incomes. |[f th|s were ‘the case then the error- -
prone proflle would fail to detect -large errors made by more affluent

' households.

. To address this issue, misreporters identifiedby the profile as’ detectable
were compared with misreporters not identified as detectable by the profile on

./the basis of how much greater their actual income was than the income cutoff

for the level of'program benefits they received. The purpose of . this
comparlson was to determlne whether the error-prone pronte is biased agalnst
low-income - househoIds whose actual ‘incomes are close to the ellgnbshty line. ‘
‘DetectabIe mlsreporters had median montth incomes. $230 above the maxnmum e

allowable income for benefits- received. This compares ‘with a median monthly -
income $255 ,above the maximum aIIowabIe income received by nondetectabIe
mlsreporters Thirty- four percent of detectabIe ‘misreporters had actua
montth incomes within $100 of the maxlmum allowable for benefits recexved
compared with 30 percent of nondetectable’ musre_porters. The difference of 4
perc'ent was not statistfcaIIy significant. Therefore,‘ the model does not

|ncome is onIy slightly above the maximum aIIowable for benefits received.

68

@

v ’ - v



R ,Sﬁmmérxﬁ :

The in-home audit semple'Wa's used to create an application-based-error--
prone proflle The proflle, which Was destgned for easy use by SFA offlmals,
is capable of selecting a subgroup of.applicants for verification that have a 70 -

' percent probability of receiving excess benefits. The error-prone proflle was
sdccessful in selectmg apphcants recelvr"g“‘ excess- beneflts in all nine sample.__
'SFAs Use of the error-prone profile for a six percent or smaller ‘sample’

| 'wouId on. the average, result in- selectlon of apphcatlons for verification that '

~ have 'up to four times” the probabuhty of recelvmg\ excess . benefits as

| applications selected at random. )

-
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“SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The report presented flndlngs from 741 in- home aud|ts ‘conducted with
schooI meal program partncnpants in n|ne SFAs

The ‘sampIe. of School Food .Authorllties_b (SFAs) from' which the_.in-homei

audit sample was drawn was not .nationally representative, and therefore
findings from the audits are not statlstlcally generalizable to the nation as a
whole. However, because all pr|nc1pal determinants of m|sreport|ng held true

~in all nine sampled SFAs, there is good reason to believe that they will aIso

hoId true in many other SFAS/In the nat|on PrInCIpaI findings, were

. Seventeen and one- haIf percent of sampled househoIds were -
receiving benefits in excess of those to which they were legally -
entitled because of misreporting of household size or income on,
meal. benefit applications.  The problem.of awarding excess .
benefits to households on the basis of erroneous information

- reported on,meaI benefit applications was primarily a probIem of

. mlsreported lncome,,not household size.
. Underreportlng of wages’ and pensions accounted for 93
percent of excess benefits awarded with wage lncome underreportnng
alone’ accountmg for 84 percent. . v . I
.. ~Househo|ds recelwng excess benafits: are characterlzed bx

havnng one or more employee-adults.

LI HousehoIds not recenvnng excess beneflts are characterlzed
by part|c1pat|on in’ other FederaI low-income assistance programs
such- as food stamps, AFDC, General Assistance, Unemployment
Compensatlon and Low Income" Energy Assustance

"+ ' During the course: of the schooI yéar the eI|g|b|I|ty status ,

- of 18 percent of the sample changed. Seven percent experlenced an
increase in eligibility and 11 percent experienced & decrease in
eligibility. These changes in’ eI|g|b|I|ty status were almost

chuslver related to changes in income rather than to changes in
~ family size. Increases in. wage income were the prlmary >
- determinant of decreases in eligibility. status.” Income increases
‘of less .than $100.a month had a Iow probab:hty of . reducung
~ program eI|g|b|||ty ‘ . .

oW e g



. An’ error-prone proflle was developed using a s|mp|e method
. " of scoring applicants on whether the household receives food
. stamps and the: reported income is near the eI|g|b|I|ty cut- off
.points. - The proftle is an efficient method. of seIectlng
S appI|cat|ons for verification that have a high probability of
resulting in the award ofl@xcess benefits. Applications selected
~ by the profile for verification have four times the likelihood. of -
% containing an error resulting in the award- of excess benefits as

'apphcatlons—selectedvat -random,—————— i e

These flndlngs coIIectlver suggest that quality assUrance procedures to
prevent fraud and abuse in the school meal program must include a strong
emphasis on preventing and detecting the underreportlng of wage income. In .
the 1982-1983 School Year IVPP will test a variety of methods of accompllshlng
_th|s goal,. |ncIud|ng computer tape matches with state wage uflles, requ|r|ng
support|ng documentation at the time of appI|cat|on, requ|r|ng supporting
‘documentation for a sampIe of appI|cants foIIowmg appllcatlon, and local third- -

' party income checks

2
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s - Appendix A | |
© NONRESPONSE ANALYSIS -\

“

Append|x A presents the method used to determlne and correct for “1

nonresponse . b|as with respect to rece|pt of excess beneflts ' The problefn
_- addressed is that results of the survey could, potent|ally, ‘be very b|ased if /
households ‘which mlsreport thelr income family . snze so as to receive excess
‘benefits have :a higher probablllty of refusing to submlt to an ‘in- -home audit

than’ households no receiving excess beneflts

Cal

| Notation - L Y
. ’R Index variable of re'sporise status R = Respondent R= Refusal

B Index var|able ‘of excess beneflts B = No excess beneflts S
: B —vExcess beneflts B v
J. lndex varlabi&of group membershlp where groups %g
+  constructed so as to maximize the across group varuance»«o’f'\
B and minimize the wnthln group variance. ¢ .

Ay a -

Statistical Procedures | ’p -

P(B) is to be estimated. However, because of potential nonresponse bias,
"E(P(B[R)) '# P(B). Therefore, P(B) was estimated - indirectly: by the

equation: -
P(B) = P(BIRIP(R) + P.(.B,IR)P,(R)V* N

Where P(R) and P(R) are the observed response rates for the survey and‘
' :';P(Bl R)pls to be estlmated ' ' | :

A w |ghted Ieast squares stepwnse d|scr|mlnate functlon procedure was
.-__employeLo’dlvnde to survey respondents |nto J groups whlch maximize
across group. varljnce on excess beneflts on the basis of appllcatlon var|ables
" The 'J' groups were constructed by as"Sngnlng a valve Q to each household'."» :

sampled (both resbondent andyrefusals) where :

Q - 2008 + 37AC - 315C D239A (/)
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; A is the: Iog of reported mOntth lncome .

... C s the ‘log of. the dlstance of reported monthly ‘i |ncome from P
R the free or reduced prlce el|g|b|hty cutting pomt x

';r v*

b . »

We make the assumption that. Sy
IR ' P(R{B,j)’g-‘ P(RIB) and " BT

ror

P(RIB *y-f(ma),- SRR ¢

b ;,.'4 o

‘ That |s, thee relatlon of R. .and B ls constant across categorles ofv o
Because B and B are mutuglly exclus"ive and exhaustlve categorues'l :
d . :' A ;
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i s a llnear relationshlp between P(RBlj) and P(RBU) that ls a
RIB) ‘and - P(RIB) ‘This ‘relationship. can be’ expressed

e oo
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FRRIB) e T
»Vu-and-B'_Were"estimated using f('JLS‘method_s" and assumptions: . - . .
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[ is P(RBIJ) and'. B N 4
SR .

. .‘|s P(RB|J) L N ‘.~ e
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The obtalned values of a and b were used to obtaln estlmates of P(RIB) I!and s
P(RIB) from equatlonQ o T SO SR N

P(R[B) _='., a and R Sy e

P(RIB) % o - \- / s T

The resultlng estlmated response probabllltles for those recelwng exceﬁs .f o

, beneflts ‘and” those not recelvmg excess beneflts were emplo ".ed to Welgh% the '

sample and thereby, reduce response blas WIth respect to 'r_

h.

‘» | beneflts ’ k\ : :
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CROSS VALIDATION OF IN HOME AUDIT FINDINGS WITH NESNP DATA

An earller stage of the Income Verlficatlon P|Iotl<ProJEct developed two
error prone prof|Ies for the free*and reduced 'prlce sphool meaI programs

o P

‘fp‘ar of_ he' Nat:onal EvaIuatlon

partlclpants cdnducted in the spl‘lng of 1980"a

g

of School Nutrltion Programs (NESNP) These proflles were then cross—‘;-k'

valldated using data from, the in- home aud|t samp|e;“.
cross vaI|dat|on |s presented in th|s appen:ix,.;_.

.dA

Two modeIs |dent|fy characterxstlcs ‘
' that d|scr|m|nate between partncnpants on ‘th

'-'excess beneflts

.s
* ratio) - reerchng the Ilkellhood o yec pt ofi
the NESNP deI The score gs t en co rela_ted
aplecant ha actuaIIy re e|Ved xc b‘eneflts

. d|scr|m|nant po werg _ F 'e 3y @ln‘af ﬁESNP'

stamps tﬁfe cor eIatnon*was 0.4 ;,'an

o

. food stamps, | ;was 0 43 ‘fnwbmp

and 0. "7 f?r the. wodel that exc |
second palr of co‘rreIa on "w" ..

\cdata The fdod stamp pro#n s

.|mportant pomt shoul be no’ced
‘-'faudlt month |n*come and famlly §|

.:."lals %r appro '.a:T Th§refo're."..,;¢

Inltla|"-




f,liis..e
fab a%ézﬁ;@t t ';-home\audit sampIe size |$ too small to.. .
(groups) in ,,the model. However, the.

\ prlmary sphts can be vernfle \“'"“Exhlblts B. 3. an ‘B' 4 present the results of

X
‘Eac bar represents the proportlon Ln each Q

the - valldatlon of the groups‘_
- "group receuvung excess \eneﬂts The two prumary spI|ts Were recelpt of food
. stamps and fefale adult-household member in the Iabor force The valldatlon
l:analysls of the NESNP error prone proflle has an lmportant |mp|icat|on for
irlnterpretlng fmdlngs fromfthe in- home audlts The unrepresentatlve sample
of SFAs and schooIs from whlch the in=home aud|t sample 'was drawn ralses e
_questlons as to the genel‘allzablhty of flndlngs from the sample.r: The NESNP
'b-'_“sample by contrast~ |s natnonaIIy representatlve ‘and- was constructed in:
"accord with generally accepted statlstlcal pr|nc|pIes. Therefore the fact that

the two surveys repllcate each other on’ prmc:pal correlates of recelpt of‘

1AII valldatlon anéWyses used unwelghted in- home audit data because va
-"tha NESNP- based _models were deveIoped usmg unwelghtedz&_data and also
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EXHIBIT 8.3t PROORTION OF ERROR. FOR NESNP DEFINED ‘GROUPS USING NESNP DATA
| " AND IN-HOME AUDIT DATA FOR THE .IN<HOME AUDIT AND APPLICATION
. MONTH -~ FOOD STAWP MODEL-
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G- Participants not receiving food stamps' femalo absent or.in.
7.7 the non-farm; labor force; male absent, farms, or is not in
“  thie labor force. femalei d'not: cmbldte high school : |

EY: A Participants not receiving food statps} f i T
A absent or in the non.farm labor force; male householder in o
non-farm labor. force; near k) larga ity : RS

householder . H

. B. Participants not receiving foodns "'fPartfcipants not receiving ood'stamps' female fams or is
absent or in non.farm labor’ force; ‘Ma holder in . o not in -labor. force; male in.nondfarm labor force; no:; &
non-farm labor- force; not near 2 lav‘ge city- and no "o ;'",J e ,siblings attend scnool or at least one sibling pays .ki )

: eligible siblings or at’ least one s ang pays, . iU dh T o
’ AR P Participants rece-ivo n food stamps- female fam .
C. ,Pa_rticipants not receiving food st s female*householder‘ - -'f?’ Ain labor force; male fhnon-farm, labor force; soma’ s,iblings ‘
© "absent"gF yn non-farm 1abor force;. ale householder in ~.° - " . A . .

_non-farm Jabor force; not near. a large city; siblings: :
attend school, but none pays for lunch-'black Hispanit. or’
other, . ) )

icipants ¢ ve no food stamp feiiale farms ar is: not_ L
in labor force; male absent fai’.msb pr is.not in labor :

A

. - Eart(aipants not receiving food stamps- female householder
. absent or in-non-farm labor force; niale householderin % PEN
" non-farm labor -force; siblings atterid school,. but ‘none pays .
~ for lunch; white or Asian- .small town or near medium-sized T e

cit e - G L

. - _ Participants receivo fooo stamps and %oth male and;
*E. | participants not receiving food stanips female householder .77 -householders are imnon-fann labor force. g
.. .absent or-in non-farm labor, force; male householder in, = .
. non-farm 1abor force; rural area not near city'*some
siblings in’ school but a1t pay, white’ or Asian

tve food stamps fenale farms or 1s
’*absant- studen in g_rades -l-_J-or ‘

sd

"articipants recoivo foodv'stamps- the male is {ngth
on-fam labor force;’ the female is absent, fann’

ST

', _Participants’ not rec' iving "tood stms- fm]‘ abs;pt or ’1n o

* nop~fam’ 1abor-forceo mala aosent;: f, - ?articipants rdceiva foud staqns the maf8; hous
ie “hi

absent, farms, or is not in ﬁl labor fo cl
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PROPORTION OF ERROR FOR NESNP DEFINED GROUPS USING NESNP DATA
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). Departmentof. . . - Nutritlon M Ataxanile, VA-22302 -
- Agrlelture - Servioa e %tmndtla,\l!\ 22302
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T N

H . ¢ . . N
L - » -G

I : E .
L_ "~ The U.S. Department of Agrlculture Is conducting a study designed t .lmpt)ové the -
. ~ National .School Lunch Program. As part of the study we are ;geklnggthe o
"\ . "cooperatlon of a small number of famllles of children'who pactlcipate In the

. wis i program. .Your family ls one of those that has beeri selected, | am therefore

t. . .requesting your gooperation.in the study,” e

© . We _afe asking that yo allo'\;v us to interview you in your home, at your'convehienée', |
for about #i4.minutes to. disqpas Information listed on your meal application form. -

 Prior to the Intervlew, you will néed'io gather as many of the documents and
records you have available that are listed on the attached page. Please have this

. information available for each adult meémber In your family. o
| This study Is being conducted for the U.S. Department of ‘Agriculture by, an /
. ,}Independent:research'f.gompany called Applied Management Sciences. A - R
7 ¥ representatlye of Applied Managem@fit'Sclences will call you in a few days to o
~schedule a convenient time to 'ylslt_;)’t
~~ "1 can assure yq}j that an‘; idfqrma’tldh Cofld cted will be kept strictly cdnfi\dentlal,'aﬁd o
_personally identifiable-information will never be released to school or government - s
) " officials, The information you provide will not affect in any way your child's 2T e
y . eligibility to participate in the National %5C!_’39b1 Lunch Progfam. = et '_

)

ﬁgjﬁ{?‘;andico‘mplet'e:‘tvh_e‘a"l_htqur.-viewl wvi?thy iQL:l. - '

e

"Your cooperatidn in this study : Appreciated.

Caef

MICHAEL J. WARGO, PH.D. 4
Acting Director - . RO .
-Office of Analysis and Evaluation v
oL o \ : Tt
-
. v . o
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. Rkt “' Y ‘{ e TRRT— ‘ , . -&;’ ¢
. Rs a pemutpent 1n,tha study, Tt,ir var Tm on t thet yotl ethen the followin N R
. |documents -and racordy for e I -adis] g p m fa tugether hafora the Agnllen :
.Menngement S¢iancas rosearther TS :
W Use this Ghack st as a ulde in etlfenlnn Your. docun nte to ether fov‘ RPRIL end .
L TE_PTEMPER 1981 and s rgminder og your. eppg?‘r}tmm 1 0 ' b
o5 (v oy, not, Havaial) of L;‘F‘.QQ‘WLM-«M- Neeu uether w many " syou C
l ave ' JERN A N '-‘"u"‘ : B e h"}‘c‘l'i:' “‘44‘“"1*""*"‘

H!n I M ',
- ,ﬁe,w:heck ‘stuby or Temn from employer for each member of the family emp o' éf-'; e»g*i' f
) uring.the month of SEPTEMBER 1981 and APRIL, 1962 - LA

 eeeen N’lzc or Genera) Rglietance nwerd Lettm or CMeck Stubs for SEPTEMBER 1981
B and nPRlL. 1902, ,

y o "
o Mlmon.v or cnud Support Support Rgreement or copx of COurt Order‘ T
e <.Federe1 1ncome tax.return for. 1980 B T AT -
- Sy, © DR
FederoT tax return for 1981 : ' TP
. " Soctal Security. Check Stub (green check') for ssprmeen 1981 and APRIL,- 1982"- Co
o -or Award Letter .« ... ‘ ‘
! T SupplementeT Security lnco;ne Chetk Stubs (gold ch@ck)for SEPTEMBER 1982 _and
" APRIL, 1982 or Avlhrd Letter, v
( UnenTquyment COmpensetion Letter. or- latest ctieck stub - _ ‘ ' 1
™ :Veterens Educationel Benef;ts Rward Notice T S SV O
L Educetionel Loan Avard Notice : L SO G b
C Morker s Compensation Form-or check stub for SEPTEMBER 1981 end APRIL 1932 S T
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‘\ R . * L . C o - 5 ‘ o B MR .
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! LIST OF VARIABLES ANALYSED IN DEVELOPMENT
OF APPLICATION BASED ERROR ERONE PROFILE
o Income from wages and ‘other ea‘rnlngs . ‘ Lo E .
- % Income from So%%l Security * ' - : /
" Income from public assistante T - !
; Income from unemploy ent benefits o AT
. Inéome from child’ support or alimony : o 7
' Inéome from pénslon or. retlrement o , o L/
Other income - . LA ST ya
- Family size * -~ =~ . . . ‘ / g
Total reported income: '~ ' o YA
«~ . = Eligibility status based on appllcatlon ‘ ' _
.« Difference between reported income and ellglblhty cuttlng polnt A
. Whether income was reported in_roynd numbers (evenly lelslbIe by
' 25, 50, 100) = . ; -
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